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Abstract 
 
In Russia’s largest region, the Sakha Republic (Yakutia), Indigenous (KMNS) leaders 
and communities representing five different cultural groups have succeeded in preserving 
traditional ways of life, and particularly nomadic reindeer husbandry, through the enormous 
political, social, and environmental changes of the past century. To ensure continued cultural 
survival, Indigenous leaders have developed a wide range of political and legal instruments, 
processes, and bodies within and without Russian governance structures. Key among these 
instruments is the “Territory of Traditional Nature-Use” (TTP), a geographically bounded 
legal-cultural landscape within which dozens of normative republican and federal acts, 
constitutional laws, and codices regulate and protect traditional land-use, socioeconomic 
organization, and ways of life. This thesis sheds light on the shifting legal landscape of TTPs 
by first, examining the formation processes of two TTP regions in the Sakha Republic, second, 
disentangling the complex TTP land-use regime, and third, framing TTPs in Russia’s historical 
legal-political development. 
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ii. Glossary 
 
Administration (of TTP)- The institution of local self-governance in charge of economic and 
political affairs on a municipal formation (often a nasleg). Once the municipal formation 
achieves TTP status, the Administration is endowed with greater powers and new 
responsibilities 
Agency (Agentstvo)- An organ of executive power at the federal level, often within a 
Ministry 
ANN (Anami National Nasleg)- one of two ethnic municipal formations in the Aldan District 
that presently have TTP status (successfully applied in 2016). Administrative center is the 
village of Kutana. Population is predominantly Evenk and Sakha 
BENN (Bellet Evenk National Nasleg)- one of two ethnic municipal formations in the Aldan 
District that presently have TTP status (successfully applied in 2008). Administrative center 
is the village of Khatystyr. Population is predominantly Evenk 
Blat- a vital component of the late Soviet “shortage economy” that effectively functioned as 
an informal resource-sharing network and is visible in post-Soviet political economy. 
Ledeneva (2013) identifies its key properties as: norms of reciprocity, informal constraints on 
people in official positions, blurred friendships, recruitment based on loyalty, dependence, 
compliance, an unwritten code, rewards and punishments on extra-legal basis, non-
transparency, self-perpetuating logic 
Bureau (Upravlenie)- An organ of executive power, existing at the federal, regional, and 
municipal levels, dedicated to one distinct sphere of activity 
Commissioner on KMNS Rights (Upolnomocheniy po Pravam KMNS)- a governmental 
position created in SR(Y) in 2013 to: field complaints, communications, and requests from 
regional KMNS communities regarding their rights; contribute to policy development; build 
connections with international networks regarding Indigenous rights and issues 
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Committee (Komitet)- A permanent or temporary group of legislators formed within a federal 
or regional legislative body to discuss a specific issue, advocate for policies, and develop 
laws regarding their issue 
CPSU (Communist Party of the Soviet Union)- the governing party of the USSR and 
precursor to the present-day Communist Party of the Russian Federation 
Decree (Postanovlenie)- An executive order with binding authority, but can be overruled by 
legislation 
Department (Otdel)- An organ of executive power within the municipal government 
District (Rayon/Ulus)- One of 33 administrative-territorial subdivisions of the Sakha 
Republic (Yakutia). Roughly equivalent to a county in US jurisdictions 
EE (Etnologicheskaya Ekspertiza)- “Ethnological Impact Review”, a scientific assessment of 
the sociocultural impacts of development projects on local ethnic communities, conducted at 
a local level 
ESPO (Eastern Siberia-Pacific Ocean Oil Pipeline)- a megaproject stretching from Irkutsk 
Oblast’ to Primorsky Kray, cutting through southern SR(Y). Phase one construction began in 
2009 and phase two was completed in 2012 
Forest Codex- the unified federal body of legislation regarding the use of forest land and 
resources 
FPIC (Free Prior & Informed Consent)- an expectation of state and corporate engagement 
with Indigenous communities that, prior to taking concrete actions, companies and the state 
will transparently share information and negotiate with a community to obtain a mutually-
agreed upon development plan 
Inspectorate (Inspektsia)- An organ of executive power, existing at the municipal level, 
dedicated to overseeing and enforcing regional legislation 
KMNS (Korrenye Malochislennye Narody Severa)- The Indigenous Small-Numbered 
Peoples of the North, Siberia, and the Far East; a state-designated group of 40 
nationalities/ethnic groups, whose unique historico-cultural positioning and traditional ways 
of life are subject to and protected by some state laws and institutions 
Kolkhoz [kollektivnoe khoziastvo] - a Soviet-era collective farm, organized in part on a 
voluntary basis through communal effort 
Kray- An administrative-territorial unit of the Russian Federation, one type of “Federal 
Subject”, sometimes translated as “territory” 
Land Codex- the unified federal body of legislation regarding land use and subsoil resources 
Ministry (Ministerstvo)- An organ of executive power, existing at the federal and regional 
levels, administering a wide swathe of activity 
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MinPromTorg (Federal Ministry for Industry and Trade)- Russian ministry dealing with 
matters of domestic commercial and industrial development 
MinObshchestvo (Republican Ministry for the Development of Institutions of Civil Society) 
– Sakha ministry created in 2015 to “realize government policies and develop normative 
legal regulation and management in cooperatives activities between governments, civil 
society, and its institutions” (SR(Y) 2016). MinObshchestvo handled all TTP-related 
procedures in SR(Y) between 2016 and 2018 
MinPriroda (Republican Ministry for the Protection of Nature)- Sakha Ministry created in 
1994 to manage natural resources and protect the environment 
MinImushestvo (Republican Ministry of Land and Property Relations)- Sakha ministry 
created in 2011 to coordinate the development of SR(Y)’s lands 
MKP- see Place of Compact Living 
Municipal Formation (Munitsipal’noe Obrazovanie)- The smallest unit of territorial division 
in the Russian Federation, granted the right to local self-governance by the Federal law “On 
Local Self-Governance…” (RF 2003) 
Nasleg- an administrative-territorial formation within a district, endemic to the Republic of 
Sakha (Yakutia). Equivalent to a township in US jurisdictions 
NEFU (North-Eastern Federal University)- Public research university in Yakutsk  
OAO (Otkrytaya Aktsionarnaya Organizatsiya)- A public joint stock company 
Obshchina- A semi-traditional form of socioeconomic organization for the KMNS, often 
encompassing extended kinship networks, today codified in law (“On Obshchinas…”, RF 
2000) as a civic body with a right to engage in traditional land-use practices. Sometimes 
translated as ‘tribal community’ or ‘clan community’ 
Okrug- A territorial-administrative unit, one type of “Federal Subject”, sometimes translated 
as “region” or “district” 
OOPT (Osobo Okhranyaemaya Prirodnaya Territoriya/ Specially-Protected Nature 
Territory)- Federally-secured protected status for various wildlife conservation areas. Types 
of OOPT include national parks, nature parks, zakazniks, zapovedniks, and others. Until 
2014, status included TTPs 
OOT (Osobo-Okhranyaemaya Territoriya/ Specially-Protected Territory)- Current federal 
status of TTPs since being removed from OOPT list. Designation carries little in the way of 
specific protocols or legal regimes 
Place of Compact Living (Mesto Kompaktnovo Prozhivaniya, MKP)- place of compact 
living, a designation applied in the 1990’s to areas of the North, Siberia, and Far East where 
KMNS comprise more than 30% of the local population 
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RAIPON (Russian Association of Indigenous Peoples of the North)- A national civic 
umbrella organization formed in 1990 to act as a forum, think tank, and advocacy group for 
issues concerning the Small-Numbered Indigenous Peoples of the North, Siberia, and the Far 
East. Regional chapters include the YAKMNS of the Sakha Republic (Yakutia) 
Rayon- see District 
RF- the Russian Federation 
Rural Council (Sel’soviet)- An early organ of local power and an administrative-territorial 
subdivision of the USSR, typically dedicated to agricultural production 
Sistema- The systematization of the blat networks of the late Soviet era, particularly as 
they’ve consolidated in the post-Soviet era under the administration of Vladimir Putin. 
Sistema is defined by power networks among political, economic, and cultural elite, an 
administrative-command system of governance, clan politics, and unspoken codes of conduct 
Sovkhoz- a Soviet-era state farm, formed after Kolkhozy in the late and completed phases of 
collectivization from the 1950’s onward 
SR(Y)- Republic of Sakha (Yakutia) 
State Prosecutor (prokurator)- A unified national system overseeing the constitutionality of 
Russia-wide legislation and activity, also with the power to enforce federal laws 
TTP (Territoria Traditsionovo Prirodopol’zovania/Territory of Traditional-Nature Use)- an 
administrative-territorial status applied to Indigenous homelands to legitimate traditional 
land-use practices and facilitate communication with other land-users 
ttp (see TTP)- the land and its human and greater-than-human relations on which KMNS 
communities and their ancestors have lived for centuries 
Ulus- see District, specific to SR(Y) 
YAKMNS (Yakutskaya Assosiatsia Korennykh Malochislennykh Narodov Severa)- 
Republican branch of RAIPON 
YASSR- the Yakutia Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic (1922-1991) 
Zapovednik- the most powerful nature-protection status in the RF. Requires federal approval 
and prohibits activity of any kind (except scientific) on the designated territory 
Zakaznik- a federal, regional, and local nature-protection status that can target specific 
species of flora and fauna for special protection 
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1.0 Introducing the Project 
Evenk, Even, Dolgan, Chukchi and Yukaghir peoples have been fighting for special 
rights and protections for over three decades in the Sakha1 Republic (Yakutia) (SR(Y)) in 
Russia’s Far East. As one of the only mechanisms by which Indigenous peoples in Russia’s 
rural areas can assert authority over land, Territories of Traditional Nature-Use (TTPs), a 
formal legal status applied to Indigenous land in order to legitimate and protect traditional 
ways of life, carry significance both in their actual impact on land-use arrangements and in 
their symbolic political power. The research presented in this thesis is based on three months 
of fieldwork in the summer of 2018 with Indigenous communities and leaders in SR(Y) to 
explore the legal, cadastral, and political processes involved in establishing a TTP. How is a 
TTP created? What actors, institutions, and laws are part of this process?  
The juridical contours of TTPs, however, quickly give way to deeper questions about 
the production of Indigenous space, Russian settler colonialism, and political subjectivity. Who 
defines who is Indigenous and how is this identity legally, socially, and historically attached 
to place? What are the reasons, advantages, and disadvantages for Indigenous Siberians’ 
reliance on state-centered legality? How does the creation of TTPs shape the present and future 
of Indigenous livelihoods and cultural survival? And what other forms of legality persist 
against, through, and within TTPs? By addressing these questions, I hope to contribute to the 
emerging documentary record of the plight of KMNS, and Evenks in particular, under the 
changing post-Soviet state.  
 
1 The word “Sakha” refers in this thesis both to the Republic of Sakha and the ethnic Sakha people. 
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1.1 Context 
1.1.1 Russian Governance of Siberia 
In the Western imagination, Siberia has long been thought of as a harsh, ungovernable 
wilderness. The home of political exiles, religious hermits, and many groups of settled and 
nomadic Indigenous peoples, it was, like many colonial frontiers, considered by would-be 
imperialists “a dark, empty space that called for the firm hand of a conqueror to spread light 
and habitation” (Jones 2014, 27). Not until the mid-20th century, however, could Soviet leaders 
claim to have “conquered” Siberia, by bringing the last resilient Nganasan, Chukchi, and 
Nenets communities under the Communist flag (Forsyth 1989). Over 400 years of imperial 
expansion, the envoys of Russian and Soviet power struggled to plant firm legal roots among 
the forests, tundra, and peoples of the region (Diatchkova 2001). As Slezkine describes, “of all 
the non-Russian subjects of Russian concern… the circumpolar hunters and gatherers have 
proved the most difficult to reform and conceptualize” (Slezkine 1994, ix). To this day, 
Evenks, Evens, Nenets, Khanty, Chukchi, and other Indigenous northerners, through their 
relationship to land, non-human beings, and ancestors, pose a challenge to the geopolitical 
aims and colonial logics of the Russian state. 
In the 18th and 19th centuries, Russian settlements abutted the unfathomably expansive 
cultural landscapes of nomadic and semi-settled peoples (see Figure 1.1), deep forests and 
boggy tundra governed by laws of which Europeans could hardly conceive. Such perilous and 
unpredictable climes demanded more than maps, religion, and steel to render them obedient to 
imperial will. Just as Kennan (1886) struggled to encompass Siberia in language, so too did 
the Russian state and public imagination fail to overcome the region’s ambiguity and otherness 
(Masoero 2013). As Diment & Slezkine (1993, 1) point out, “Siberia has not been a single 
administrative unit since the 1820’s. It has no history of independent political existence, no 
3 
 
claim to a separate ethnic identity, and no clear borders”. Indeed, Siberia as a region has been 
defined primarily by what it is not, rather than by what it is: by its resistance to the 
Westernizing tendencies emanating from the imperial, cultural capitals rather than by its own 
cultural matrix. The imperial and Soviet states’ persistent failures to dominate Siberia indicate 
a resilience in the landscape to Western ways of knowing and control. Indigenous Siberians 
(known until 1988 as the “Small Peoples”, maliye narody) thus originally became a part of the 
Russian imperial project as yasachiye lyudi, or tribute people, whose exclusive knowledge of 
the taiga provided invaluable furs for St. Petersburg’s coffers. Nomadic hunters and trappers 
were, because of their intimate knowledge of the landscape, indispensable for Russia’s 
economic viability as an empire (Slezkine 1994, 67) and, though subject to much harassment, 
violence, and exploitation, remained until the 20th century effectively autonomous actors 
(Sablin & Savelyeva 2011).  
Figure 1.1 Map of KMNS in Russia (Gladun & Ivanova 2017) 
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In the words of Vitebsky & Alekseyev, “The 1917 revolution left the new Soviet 
government suddenly responsible for a multiethnic empire, including vast, virtually 
ungoverned northern regions, which took months to reach and contained tiny, almost unknown 
“primitive” peoples” (2015, 441-42). With a Marxist lens, the Soviet ethnic administrative 
strategy identified a hierarchy of historical-cultural development among the many peoples. 
Twenty-six of them were categorized as “Small Peoples” due to their small numbers, 
“primitive” communality, and an apparent need for paternalistic guidance (Slezkine 1994; 
Donahoe et al. 2008). Implementing novel governmental technologies, a powerful Marxist 
ideology, and a cadre of passionate ethnographers, the Soviet state apparatus extended its reach 
from government offices and trading posts into Indigenous communities by dividing 
communities geographically and genealogically into political-administrative clan soviets 
(Ssorin-Chaikov 2003) and collectivizing them into economic units called kolkhozy (Forsyth 
1989). These administrative territorializations were designed to “carry out enlightened policies 
aimed at protecting the natives, rationalizing their subsistence practices, preserving the 
environment, and, generally, improving the overall economic life of the natives” (Slezkine 
1994, 148). Industrial development and urbanization accompanied this process of 
collectivization.  
Soviet industry strategically, albeit inefficiently, began to invade and transform the 
Siberian landscape for its abundant ore, oil, and timber resources (Hutchings 1971; Hill & 
Gaddy 2006; Vitebsky & Alekseyev 2015). This expansion was facilitated, especially between 
the 1930’s and 50’s, by the forced labor of the GULAG camp system, which impacted not only 
the demographics and landscape of Siberia, but the intellectual and ideological composition of 
the Communist state (Vitebsky & Alekseyev 2015). The once fearsome Siberian environment 
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became the raw material for Socialist development, while Marxism awkwardly but legibly fit 
Siberian peoples into its dialectical socioeconomic scheme. Despite the utopian framing of 
industrialization and collectivization, its basic presumptions about class struggle remained “an 
abstraction to peoples who had neither capitalists nor their workers. For them, the economic 
aspect of their ethnic oppression lay in deprivation of land” (Mandel 1985: 51). Soviet 
residential schools, social services, and resettlement policies would gradually dissolve this 
perception of oppression across generations of Indigenous families, who “were encouraged to 
imagine their sentient ecology to be a landscape of expropriated state property and state 
production indicators” (Anderson 2000: 46). The persistence of, and government support for, 
traditional land-use, however, ensured that crucial relationships and knowledge between 
Indigenous peoples and the land would not be sundered. 
From the heights of the command economy, the vast territory of the USSR appeared 
increasingly as a productive machine, managed and massaged to meet impossible targets. 
Soviet planners drew up divisions of oblasts, krays, and rayons expressly to facilitate 
agricultural collectivization (Mieczkowski 1967). Other divisions, such as republics and 
okrugs, were determined based on nationality (ethnic identity), and resulted in the splitting of 
numerous industrial centers and resource basins between different nationality-based state 
jurisdictions (ibid.). In alignment with Soviet nationalities policy, the state established nine 
“national regions” or nationalniye okruga, eight “national districts” or rayony2, and sixteen 
ethnic autonomous republics between 1922 and 1930 for certain Indigenous groups (Slezkine 
1994; Pika et al. 1996). “Elected” representatives of the titular ethnicity (Mandel 1985) 
 
2 Rayon, a common division in Russia’s territorial makeup, was an alien bureaucratic-jurisdictional construct in 
Yakutia until the Soviet era. Yakutia was formerly divided into uluses, holdovers from the Mongol Empire’s 
century-long dominion, similar in function to suzerainties. 
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Figure 1.2 Yakutia within Russia 
governed these territorial units, which were represented at higher echelons of government by 
the ethnologist-led Committee of the North (Forsyth 1992; Slezkine 1994). These units 
spatially and legally directed the transformation of their inhabitants into proletarians and the 
econometric “optimization” of traditional practices. To the long-term detriment of economic 
stability, political objectives took precedence in the drawing of boundaries that, over time, 
served to divide and respatialize many Indigenous groups that spanned their borders (Slezkine 
1994; Fondahl & Sirina 2003). The USSR’s largest autonomous ethnic republic, Yakutia, 
proved both exceptional and typical in exemplifying these processes. 
1.1.2 Russian Governance of Yakutia 
Yakutia (see Figure 1.2) has been inhabited for centuries by a number of distinct 
peoples- the pastoralist Yakuts (Sakha) and the nomadic and semi-nomadic hunters, herders, 
and fishermen of the Evenks, Evens, Dolgans, Chukchi, and Yukaghir. The vast imperial 
administrative region of the Yakut Oblast’ was governed by a combination of Russian colonial 
functionaries and local Yakut 
chiefs across administrative 
clan lands called ulusy. In 
contrast to other less-numerous 
peoples of Siberia, Yakuts 
retained a great deal of 
authority, and wealth within 
their jurisdiction, leading them in 1905 to advance a nationalist agenda of self-governance and 
civil rights (Forsyth 1992, 165-67). The eruption twelve years later of revolutionary fervor and 
civil war led to widespread economic destruction for all the peoples of the region, the 
7 
 
imposition of Bolshevik command, and suppression of many nationalist movements (ibid. 255-
8). From its formation in 1922, the Yakutia Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic (YASSR) 
was beset by industrial exploitation of its gold, faunal, and hydrocarbon resources, the 
collectivization of reindeer herds and cattle, and an influx of Russians, Ukrainians, and other 
nationalities (Shnirelman 1994; Balzer 2006). Centralized management meant that the YASSR 
CPSU committee passed on mandates from Moscow to the territorialized councils (sel’sovety) 
and local committees (Naumov 2006) across 33 districts (rayony), the former Yakut ulusy. 
Overall, the economic independence of YASSR was subjugated to the needs of the Soviet 
command economy, turning it into a resource colony and undermining the cultural and 
economic sovereignty of local peoples (Kempton 1996; Tichotsky 2001).  
 Since the fall of the USSR, the renamed Sakha Republic (Yakutia) (SR(Y)) has 
changed substantially as a constituent unit of the Russian federal polity. It was the first region 
of the former USSR to declare itself a sovereign republic, in 1990, and ratified its own 
Constitution in 1992, prior to the adoption of the federal Constitution (Cruikshank & 
Argounova 2000). In the 1990’s, the Republic’s first president, Mikhail Nikolaev, secured 
numerous economic and political concessions from Russia’s destabilized center, maintaining 
special privileges, powers, and control of resources (Kempton 1996; Argounova-Low 2009). 
As part of a collective cultural resurgence, SR(Y) also strived during this decade to institute 
protections and programs for the cultural practices, languages, and lands of both the native 
Sakha and newly renamed “Indigenous Small-Numbered Peoples of the North” (KMNS) (Maj 
2012). The 1989 International Labor Organization (ILO) Convention (No. 169) on Indigenous 
peoples, though not ratified by Russia, provided the legal and terminological basis for these 
novel activities across the newly open Federation. 
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Since the ascent of Vladimir Putin, all Russian regions have seen a gradual diminishing 
of sovereignty, with high-level posts increasingly occupied by federal appointees and 
corporations gifted significant freedom in exchange for political support/inactivity. In the face 
of such federal overreach and corporate exploitation, many representatives and officials in the 
SR(Y) nevertheless continue to support Indigenous rights and organizations in myriad ways. 
1.1.3 What is a Territory of Traditional Nature-Use (ttp vs. TTP)? 
 Today, many KMNS live on their territories of traditional nature-use (ttps), ancestral 
homelands that can be considered synonymous with descriptors such as “food-bearing 
landscape”, “ethnocultural landscape”, and the seminal “ecology of culture”, coined by 
historian Dmitri Likhachev in the 1980’s. These ethnographic terms aim to communicate a 
dynamic field of nature-society interactions and suggest a transcending unity rooted in 
generations of place-based development. Shulgin (2004, 109) provides a concise academic 
definition of a ttp: “an integrated, territorially localized set of material components and 
phenomena formed as the result of interaction between natural processes and diverse human 
activities.” He emphasizes the agency of the resident group and their “spiritual and intellectual 
values, preserved and passed down from one generation to another in the form of information, 
[which] not only define the formation and development of a cultural landscape, but are also an 
integrated part of it and are subject to the influence of other, material components of the 
landscape” (Vedenin 1997, cited in Shulgin 2008). But these definitions arise from the outside, 
looking in. Academic language, however precise, remains impersonal and reductive when 
considering the complex relationships, worldviews, and knowledges of these societies and the 
territories they inhabit. 
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 Eschewing a scientific definition of “traditional lifeways and knowledge”, Indigenous 
leaders attested to the indivisible unity of their philosophies, traditions, and practices: 
It’s distinct from the approaches of ethnographers and anthropologists. 
They study what was, but I am here living! For me, traditional knowledge is 
inexhaustible, like a system of viewpoints, interrelations with nature, the animal 
world, birds, everything that surrounds me. Everything that I use in my daily 
life… My daily practice, which helps me survive. (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
Tradition remains the very principle of nomadism, the principle of 
engaging these activities, the mutual dependence of humans and the Earth. 
(KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
We can’t divide these things. The people herd reindeer, they sing, sew, 
dance ceremonial dances, greet the sun, do round dances. It’s all together. And 
to just separate out fishing, hunting, it’s not possible! (KMNS Leader in 
Yakutsk) 
 
 Grasping the subjective dimension of life on these lands is essential if we are to 
critically analyze legal and scientific impositions on the land. Novikova (2014a) recalls that 
Khanty writer, Yeremei Aipin, publicly declared ttps “territories of life”, and as Bogoslovskaya 
and Kulesheva (2014) note, KMNS consider ttps as “our land”, comprised of ancestral burial 
sites, sacred sites, and landscapes of collective and personal memory.  
Across the SR(Y), approximately 59% of KMNS now live within the boundaries of 60 
Territories of Traditional Nature-Use (TTPs) (Neustroeva & Semenova 2018), a spatiolegal 
land category, developed primarily by Lyudmila Bogoslovskaya of the Russian Institute of 
Natural and Cultural Heritage, and applied to the territories of rural municipal formations 
(settlements) where KMNS practice traditional ways of life. Bogoslovskaya and Kulesheva 
(2014, 3) note that, “A TTP contains within itself, on the one hand, the traditional settlement 
and land-use patterns of a territory… and on the other hand, systems of material objects, related 
to land-use practices, and the historical, cultural, and spiritual life of [Indigenous] peoples.” In 
the following chapters, when examining the TTP as a legal socio-spatial category, its 
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legislative instances, and the community interests it purports to represent, we must ask what 
TTPs include and exclude, what is explicit and what is implied by their legal purview, and 
where does it fit not only in the matrices of KMNS legislation and post-Soviet Russian 
jurisprudence, but also in daily lived experience on the land.  
1.2 Theoretical Frameworks 
Rule-of-law is generally assumed to be a moot concept in the context of Russia and 
other “closed” or “less-than-democratic” states (Koch 2013). Liberal conceits such as the 
private-public divide or judicial impartiality cannot be taken for granted as inbuilt structures 
of Russian legal consciousness. Less than 30 years after the fall of Communism, democracy 
and liberalism are indelibly intermixed with the legacies of Imperial, Mongol, and Soviet 
governments (Sobel 2007). The term “managed democracy”3 fails to capture the dynamic field 
of competing legal attitudes and political dichotomies, such as Westernizer-Russophile, 
liberal-illiberal, neoliberal-socialist, that give rise to informal political networks. The absence 
of collective obeisance to legal norms and reliable venues of adjudication means informal 
triangulations of resource-sharing and rent extraction play a disproportional role in the success 
of legal and economic projects and the beneficiaries and casualties of policy (Sharafutdinova 
2006; Rozov 2013). As Stoecker (2003, 133) notes, “Changing the legal culture in Russia 
requires time, commitment, and public and political will… it means undoing not only decades 
but centuries of disrespect and apathy toward the law.”  
Today, political-economic ambiguity, pluralism, and hybridity manifest in Russia as 
networks of actors, advancing regional or group agendas through and against ever-emergent 
 
3 “Managed democracy” is a term describing formally democratic states that use elections, courts, and other 
legal technologies to advance and legitimate central authority, control key economic sectors, and suppress civil 
society. 
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legal norms (Ledeneva 2013; Stephenson & Agnew 2016). Progress, liberation, and adaptation 
can, within this pluralistic system, be achieved by diverse sociolegal means and on varying 
geopolitical scales. The fragile, formal side of the law, however, has already become a pivotal 
arena for the institutionalization of Indigenous rights (Fondahl 2005; Kryazhkov 2015a; 
Gogolev 2015a) and provision of KMNS access to traditional lands and resources (Shadrin 
2014; Stammler & Ivanova 2016a, b). Eschewing Western prescriptivism, which has 
dominated geopolitical relations with Russia since 1991, I place my analysis within these 
hybrid and transitional political-legal imaginaries. 
Considering the catastrophic political, social, and ethnic inequality that followed the 
collapse of the USSR, the Indigenous land-use legislation achieved thus far represents a 
successful form of sociolegal adaptation, one that follows on the heels of 20th century 
adaptations to Marxist-Leninism. Yet, during what Kryazhkov (2013) describes as the ongoing 
phase of “legal stagnation” in KMNS legislation (ca. 2001-present), the promising 
development of federally-secured rights and laws has faltered. The rights and authority of 
extractive industries have expanded, while KMNS rights at the federal level have been 
weakened and purged of substance (Balzer 2016). Many regions and localities have played a 
substantial role in legally mitigating these tendencies, making some sub-national polities more 
supportive of KMNS rights than others (Sirina 2010; Kryazhkov 2015a; Nikitin 2017). It is 
thus necessary to disentangle the multi-level complex of rights, prohibitions, powers, and 
institutions to determine possible futures in KMNS’s struggle to preserve their way of life. I 
undertake this task using the theoretical framework of critical legal geography. 
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1.2.1 Critical Legal Geography 
First as an interdisciplinary project, then as a well-developed theoretical and 
methodological mode of inquiry, “critical legal geography” (CLG) has concerned itself with 
the spatiotemporal dynamics of power and knowledge surrounding the institutions of law. As 
Kedar states, “critical legal geography examines how spatial-legal alignments contribute to the 
legitimation and persistence of hierarchical social orders” (2014, 102). The framework 
considers contestations of sites where social norms and customs are institutionalized into law. 
Challenging the common conception of law as the exclusive purview of the state, CLG has 
adopted a radical approach to power, questioning the state’s “binding authority” (Weber 1968) 
with explorations of “legal plurality” and the rule-making and rule-breaking activity by non-
state actors (Delaney 2015, 2016, 2017). Law (and rule) can be broken down into a set of 
sociotechnical practices- naming, classifying, ruling, governing, interpreting- whose 
scalability and ubiquity are immediately apparent. All social actors engage with and are subject 
to these activities, but as Delaney explains,  
“Some are positioned within networks of power as ‘state actors’ who are 
empowered (constituted) by law to undertake formal legal constitutive practices 
– legislators, prosecutors, street level bureaucrats, housing inspectors, judges; 
but some are positioned within the field of socio-legal signifiers as ‘private’ 
actors, most commonly as ‘owners’” (2015, 98). 
 
By deconstructing legal hierarchies and modes of authority, CLG has provided fertile 
ground for explorations and assertions of spatial justice, the strategic disruption of oppressive 
spatial structures, patterns, and assemblages (Philippopoulous-Mihalopoulous 2015; Delaney 
2016). In colonial and settler-colonial settings, CLG and other sociolegal studies can thus 
contribute to the resurgent legal power of Indigenous actors, challenging hegemonic 
conceptions of land and exposing/reclaiming law as “story” (Black 2010; Borrows 2010; 
Coombes et al. 2012). Exploring who adopts the legitimizing/delegitimizing discourses of law 
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in perpetuating and disputing power structures, this theoretical framework dismisses 
hegemony in favor of a more balanced plane of rule-making figures, institutions, and 
imaginaries. Across geographic space and time, therefore, a complex environment of human 
and non-human jurisdictions, properties, territories, and borders results in nothing less than 
daily life, the behavioral expression of diverse cultures in proximity. 
The tools made available by a CLG approach allow scholars to examine and critique 
idiographic spaces of obedience and contestation created by individual laws and policies as 
well as macro-level ontological traits of dominant legal regimes. Much of its foundational 
theoretical literature has focused on what Delaney (2010) calls “nomic fractures”, sites of 
central division in jurisprudence such as private/public, domestic/foreign, subject/object, 
nature/culture. These fractures are essential to the project of law, which seeks to produce 
determinacy and legibility within complex human societies. But as Blomley (2014, 135) rightly 
notes, this project is neither straightforward nor unbiased: “Law in its more formal 
manifestations would seem to be heavily invested in the process of disentanglement… For 
some, this is its merit, carving off a distinctive realm unsullied by factionalism, that promises 
clarity and determinacy. For others, this is simply a facade, behind which lurks class interest.” 
Indeed, to the degree that the fundamental fractures of a legal culture structure its social-
material relations, they can also sever identities from land, goods from producers, families 
from relatives, and individuals from community. This is particularly salient for Indigenous 
peoples and scholars engaged in anti-colonial struggles. As Wilma Mankiller says, “When we 
stopped viewing land ownership in common and viewing ourselves in relation to owning the 
land in common, it profoundly altered our sense of community and our social structure” 
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(quoted in Goeman 2008, 26). CLG gives scholars the opportunity to reconsider the colonial 
origins of jurisprudential principles commonly taken as fundamental. 
This last point leads us into one of CLG’s most enduring focuses, the production of 
“property”. Nicole Graham, in her book Lawscape: Property, Environment, Law (2011), 
rigorously details the history of property from its origins in post-Westphalian Europe and its 
role in the disenfranchisement of peasants, to its virulent export in the Americas and Australia 
as ontological, colonial violence. Property law imposes “a conceptual grid over both place and 
time which divides, parcels, registers and bounds people and places” (Borrows 1997, 430). 
Under colonial regimes, land as place was transformed into land as tradeable commodity, 
whose treatment became unbeholden to the climatic, geologic, or cultural qualities of place. 
Cadastral and mathematical technologies (Roth 2009) and economic liberalism (Kretzschmar 
et al. 2013; DiMuzio & Dow 2017) fueled the colonial project to turn “wilderness” into 
productive parcels within a market of tradeable land and labor. The rhetorical association 
between “property” and land has served to materialize what, at its root, is a paradigmatic tool 
of dispossession constructed by imperial elites. Property is considered by most legal scholars 
not to be a material possession, but a “bundle” of rights that structure relationships between an 
“owner” and others with regards to a specific structure, plot, object, etc. But Blomley (2016) 
reminds us that these rights are temporally-bound and tradeable, rendering even the most stable 
property regime ambiguous and multifarious.  
In contemporary neoliberal nation-states, it is a rare stretch of land that lacks a nominal 
legal owner. Depending on the type of owner and the purpose and infrastructure of a space, an 
assortment of rights (proprietary, exclusionary, disposition, use) can be allocated to other 
individuals or groups. This formal yet flexible property rights regime has been fundamental to 
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the growth of urban spaces as well as to the rural spaces of large-scale resource extraction, 
agriculture, and tourism. For many Indigenous groups in North America and elsewhere, 
however, the establishment of private ownership and rights regimes through treaties and 
government deals (e.g. ANCSA), as opposed to the maintenance of sovereign Indian reserves, 
represents a loss of political autonomy and, as John Borrows says “inadvertently ignore[s] and 
purposefully undermine[s] Indigenous institutions and ideas and thus weaken[s] ancient 
connections to the environment” (2007, 30). In these settler-colonial contexts, the imposition 
of a “liberal” rights regime, however “inclusive”, clashes with the laws inherent to the land 
and developed by Indigenous peoples over centuries. As Ngarinyin Senior Law Man 
Mowaljarlai intimates, “Law is not ‘portable’ from one country to another- for example, by 
colonization- but rather stays posited in the original site where the Creator Beings ‘laid down’” 
(quoted in Black 2011, 53). Many Indigenous communities and scholars in these contexts 
justifiably identify the modern settler state and its legal institutions as harbingers of cultural 
assimilation/annihilation and environmental degradation. They assert ancient land-based law, 
predicated on the primacy of kinship and reciprocity, for the sake of survival and resurgence 
against these forces (Anaya 2007; Lindberg 2015). 
In contrast to North America, the history of Russia and Siberia is replete with non-
liberal traditions of land-use and ownership. The newness and instability of its present-day 
legal system means that CLG inquiries must contend with especially ambiguous relations with 
and layered attitudes towards land, property, and rights. To better understand how CLG 
research might be undertaken with Indigenous peoples in Russia, it is worth first adopting a 
legal studies lens to investigate legal practice and theory as they have changed through the 
country’s history. 
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1.2.2 Russia’s Legal Legacies 
Borisova and Burbank (2018) offer a compelling case for the integrity of a distinct 
Russian legal tradition that persisted through the Imperial, Soviet, and Post-Soviet periods. 
Under the leadership of Tsars, Emperors, General Secretaries, and now the President, legal 
thought and regulations were not based in abstract theories of justice, freedom, or individuality 
but remained deliberately flexible in response to the multiethnic, multiconfessional makeup of 
the polity’s territory. With obeisance to the tsar as the unifying principle, “regulations came 
“down” from the capital, but their implementation depended on regional, local, confessional, 
ethnic, and other officials” (ibid. 478). As the authors argue, these intermediaries, at various 
places in a long chain of command, approached legal matters with a dual methodology: 
technical adherence to the procedures of law and a flexible approach to the interpretation of 
law. These seemingly contradictory considerations form the basis for the infamously 
obstructionist “Russian bureaucracy”. But this designation’s negative connotations belie its 
effectiveness and stability, even its necessity in the Russian context:  
“The discretion of intermediaries in the interpretation of the law was 
formally denied as a threat to the supremacy of the sovereign power… At the 
same time, in practical terms the open-endedness of the interpretation of 
existing law by intermediaries and the variety of legal means that people could 
use to defend or promote their interests were useful tools for providing justice, 
order, and legal protection for the diverse population of the actively expanding 
empire” (ibid. 497).  
 
The other legal tradition of relevance to this thesis is the Russian reliance on 
collectivized rights (Donahoe et al. 2008). By creating specialized rights regimes for diverse 
peoples, successive empires facilitated expansion and assimilation while preserving the 
centrality of the sovereign. With regards to KMNS, such rights were exemplified early on by 
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Speransky’s 1822 statute4, which laid out taxation and land allotments for various categories 
of native peoples, and in the early Soviet era by the policies of the Committee of the North5, 
which “designated 26 peoples as deserving of special status and state protection… on the basis 
of ethnic markers such as language, religion, phenotype, “traditional” economic activities, and 
a nomadic way of life” (ibid., 995). In both of these cases, “Justice did not mean equality 
among subjects but rather the inclusion of all in a diverse imperial polity” (Borisova & Burbank 
2018, 479). The outgrowth of this principle in the USSR was the program of korenizatsia, or 
nativization, which, in establishing the ethno-federal territories of the Union, sought to soften 
the apparent chauvinism of the Bolshevik project.6 In Borisova and Burbank’s words, “Even 
in the 20th century and in Soviet times, adjustments were made to accommodate conditions in 
different spaces asserted to be under communist control. Both flexibility in the sense of 
changes in the law over time and multiplicity in the sense of a high degree of legal pluralism 
are part of the Russian legal tradition” (Borisova & Burbank 2018, 499). 
1.2.3 Socialist Property and Indigenous Proletarians 
Because of the Marxist belief that when the means of production “becomes social 
property, and can no longer be used for manipulation, then division of society into classes 
disappears” (Golunskii & Strogovich 1940, 351), all major resources and infrastructures came 
under the ownership of the state, kept “in trust” for the people. Land, industry, retail, housing, 
 
4 Mikhail Speransky was advisor to Emperors Alexander I and Nicholas I, who sought to more effectively 
manage Russia’s eastern territories through, among other policies, the ascription of Indigenous peoples with 
political and cultural rights as well as ethno-territorial taxation regimes. 
5 The Committee of the North operated from 1924 to 1934 to guide policy on the role of Indigenous northerners 
in the Soviet project, ultimately “to control the region and prevent local uprisings, rescue those in poverty, and 
assist the northern minorities to climb the evolutionary ladder to socialism” (Vitebsky & Alekseyev 2015, 442). 
6 As Slezkine explains, the “Nationality Question” plagued the Bolsheviks for decades. Throughout the 1920’s, 
Bolsheviks recognized ethnic groups as “objective” entities. “According to the Tenth Party Congress, the non-
russian ethnic groups had been oppressed as ethnic groups, were collectively backward as ethnic groups, and 
were therefore entitled to special assistance as ethnic groups” (1994, 221). This policy would be eroded under 
high Stalinism. 
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libraries, and more became “state property”. The Party, Komsomol, and trade unions had their 
own form of property (mainly buildings) as well, which could be reassigned to other 
organizations, but never sold (Pavlovskaya 2013). The sphere of agriculture likewise had a 
unique regime, wherein the means of production (equipment, infrastructure, livestock, but 
excluding land) of an entire collective farm were owned collectively- managers and workers 
were, theoretically, equal shareholders. Private property was severely limited. Under this 
system, “with the state as the legal owner of title to land in Russia… virtually all real property 
rights held by individuals and enterprises in Russia have been usufructory rights” (Osherenko 
1995, 1087). These enterprises included the collective and state farms where Indigenous 
Siberian herders, hunters, and fishers preserved traditions through and against imperious 
Socialist logics. 
Preceding the program of collectivization, native Siberians experienced a brief and 
clumsy period of Soviet-supported self-governance in the form of clan councils and 
assemblies, wherein rights to territorial nature-use and customary practice were recognized 
(Fondahl 1998). Such practices included traditional forms of land tenure and kin-based 
property rights, which were situated in expansive and deep cosmologies of spirits, sacred sites, 
and ritual (Slezkine 1994; Anderson 1998; Golovnev & Osherenko 1999; Lavrillier 2013). By 
the late 1920’s, however, state determination to rationalize agriculture “annihilated the local 
forms of self-governance, consolidated cooperatives that had been set up in the 1920s, created 
a system of kolkhozy (collective farms), and expropriated property from rich reindeer herders” 
(Osherenko 1995, 1081). By the 1950’s, all private herds had been assimilated into the 
kolkhozy, and by the 1980’s into sovkhozy (state farms). 
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Pavlovskaya (2013) explains that collective farms retained certain elements of the 
traditional commons, with seasonal migration patterns intact along with usufruct rights 
(biological resources) for nomadic herding brigades. Fondahl (1998) points out that KMNS, in 
particular Evenks, often maintained control of pasture and hunting ground management, which 
generally aligned with patterns of traditional clan land use. But they and other authors do not 
fail to note the colonial logics and practices as well. The shift from traditional production for 
community use to industrial production for mass distribution, the breaking up and 
sedentarization of families and the masculinization of herding brigades, and the ethnic-
administrative division of traditional territories all constituted major blows to the foundations 
of Indigenous identity (Kolosov et al. 2002; Povoroznyuk 2014). Additionally, many 
Indigenous leaders, revolutionaries, and budding intelligentsia adopted (or were assimilated 
into) Marxist-Leninist ideas and internalized prevailing sociocultural and demographic 
theories (Slezkine 1994; Povoroznyuk 2014). But under the liberalizing policies of perestroika 
and glasnost’, implemented by Mikhail Gorbachev in 1985, Indigenous peoples in the USSR 
entered a novel phase of activism and cultural resurgence (Semenova 2007).  
1.2.5 Shock Therapy and the 1990’s 
In spite of the oft touted “end of history” associated with the fall of Soviet Socialism, 
the market transition of the 1990’s could not obliterate the legacy of generations of Marxist 
thinking or Socialist social relations. Shock Therapy, as the economic program imposed by 
Yeltsin’s Prime Minister, Yegor Gaidar, was called, failed to establish many of the regulatory 
policies, laws, and governmental functions that the democratic market economies of the West 
had developed over centuries. Among these were the complex rights and systems of private 
property law. Urban centers became garbage-strewn bazaars, starved people were evicted 
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(even defenestrated) from their kommunalky (communal apartments) by the mafia, and former 
coworkers in shops and factories extorted, blackmailed, and threatened each other for control 
of shares (Heller 1998). What had developed was what Michael Heller terms an 
“anticommons”, wherein “multiple owners are each endowed with the right to exclude others 
from a scarce resource, and no one has an effective privilege of use” (1998, 624). In the 
countryside, where collective and state farms had been the state-controlled organizing principle 
of labor, “there was no serious interest for restitution of land to the pre-Communist owners. 
Instead, land was to be distributed equally among the current rural inhabitants although… this 
was not done in a physical sense, but through share-based entitlements to land” (Visser et al 
2012, 4). The foreignness and violence of this legal-economic shift made the 90’s, for residents 
of the new Russia, an age of lawlessness, disorientation, and loss. 
1.2.6 Applying Critical Legal Geography to Contemporary Russia 
Developing a critical legal geography of any aspect of post-Socialist Russia must take 
into account these liberal and non-liberal influences and dislocations. Although today, thirty 
years since the collapse, much of the former USSR has transitioned to a market economy, it is 
clear that liberal political and economic mechanisms have become tools, even veils, for more 
classical forms of power. Lands of national economic importance, for example those with 
valuable minerals, are preserved as state property, leased to private and semi-private 
organizations with little regulation. Similar to other countries grappling with the “resource 
curse”, Russia’s abundance of mineral wealth and land has been correlated with illiberal 
government practices, driving local connections to the federal and oligarchic elite (Libman 
2013). Local and private actors employ both formal and informal, legal and extra-legal 
channels to secure access to land, resources, and trading partners (Gans-Morse 2017), resulting 
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in the frequent subversion of “nomic fractures”, especially that of private-public. Informal 
networks, bribery, and the economy of favors, known collectively as blat, have not only 
infiltrated, but are indeed a structural component of Russian legal-administrative institutions 
(Ledeneva 2013; Koptseva 2014). Successfully disentangling these spheres demands an 
“interdisciplinary approach… one has to grasp the history of blat, its political significance and 
the ideological nature of bargaining powers, the economic functions, social skills and divisions 
behind blat, as well as the anthropological aspects of the informal exchange of favours…” 
(Ledeneva 2013, 12). As Russian and KMNS legal systems continue to evolve and adapt in a 
globalized world, it is incumbent on a researcher to respect and interrogate ongoing 
contestation, experimentation, and compromise by all actors in the legal sphere. 
1.3 Methodologies 
To engage with these topics during fieldwork, I aligned myself with an anti-oppressive 
methodological framework, which entails scrutiny of power relationships, between actors, 
institutions, documents, and the land as well as between myself and participants, with the aim 
of evincing oppressive social-institutional structures and ways of challenging them. An anti-
oppressive framework demands reflection on the question, “for whose benefit is the research, 
its conduct, and its presentation?”. This accountability to the people and entities involved is 
accomplished through an honest, accurate, and situated articulation of events and 
circumstances and an abiding respect for the ontologies, epistemologies, and axiologies 
expressed by each participant (Wilson 2008). It also requires a constant, “self-critical yet 
sympathetic introspection and the self-conscious analytical scrutiny of the self”, known as 
“critical reflexivity” (England 1994). At its most profound level, engaging with the anti-
oppressive paradigm gives rise to “a personal commitment to action, of purposefully working 
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to make change for individuals, communities, and institutions… [and a recognition] that 
usually the first target of change is ourselves” (Potts and Brown 2005). Even as an 
interdisciplinary and anti-oppressive project, however, my research favors modes of inquiry 
familiar to me as a Westerner and compatible with academic institutional norms. Therefore, I 
made sure to keep in mind that “Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal researchers today who tackle 
any facet of Indigenous study must have a critical analysis of colonialism and an understanding 
of Western scientific research as a mechanism of colonization” (Absolon & Willett 2005: 120).  
1.3.1 Planning for the Field 
 My intention entering the field was to trace the process of establishing and maintaining 
a TTP across a network composed of local Evenk communities in the village of Khatystyr, the 
Aldan municipal government, the Sakha branch of RAIPON, the ministries and legislature (Il 
Tumen) of the republican government. I selected Aldan for two main reasons: it is the site of 
one of the country’s most well-developed gold mines as well as oil and gas pipelines, and it 
contains two large TTPs (Bellet and Anami national naslegs7). The combination of significant 
stretches of protected space and resource extraction projects within a single district makes the 
Aldan Ulus interesting from a spatio-legal standpoint, as it suggests more complicated and 
contested borders and use patterns (Kulikova 2015a). Furthermore, the two TTP regions offer 
a unique comparative variable in that they were formed at very different political moments 
(Fondahl, Savvinova, & Fillipova 2016). This will be explored in more depth in Chapter 2. 
1.3.2 Interviewees 
I secured all 22 of my official semi-structured interviews using the “snowball 
technique”. I set up interviews with some individuals through “gatekeeper” colleagues at the 
 
7 A nasleg is an administrative-territorial formation within a district, similar to a US county and exclusively 
endemic to the Republic of Sakha (Yakutia). 
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local university, NEFU, others through those interviewees, some by calling, emailing, or going 
to the offices of individuals, and some by happenstance. Five of my interviewees were officials 
and specialists currently or formerly employed by a republican government organ in Yakutsk. 
Seven were state employees in Aldan and Khatystyr. Seven were members of civic 
organizations. Two were scholars. One was a professional reindeer herder. Except for a young 
Russian government worker in Aldan, all interviewees were Sakha or KMNS, and all were 
between the ages of 40 and 80. 
For representatives of the state or local administration, the political risks of speaking 
to a foreigner, especially an American, were among my major concerns. In order to minimize 
risk to my interviewees, whether the risk was political or emotional, I took three primary 
precautions: allowing interviewees to select the time and location of interviews, giving them 
the option of being recorded or not, and ensuring that quotes and ideas were not traceable to 
individuals (Gentile 2013). All recorded interviews were promptly downloaded onto an 
external flash drive, protected by a password. This device remained either on my person or 
hidden in the locked rooms where I was staying. All interviewees received an interview 
contract/information sheet in Russian (see Appendix A), detailing the research and providing 
contact information for the UNBC Research Ethics Board, my supervisor, and myself. During 
my eleven weeks in the field, I met with no interpersonal conflicts and neither my supervisor, 
UNBC’s Research Ethics Board (REB), nor I received complaints about the research. 
1.3.3 Methods and Materials 
In order to document the cultural, emotional, relational, and personal sides of my 
experience in SR(Y), I maintained a journal that, with few exceptions, I wrote in every day for 
between 30 minutes and an hour. Recounting details of my interviews, I became aware of the 
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affective differences in my interactions with different people. Spatial contexts, status, ease of 
establishing contact, and preparation, not to mention personality differences all contributed to 
the quality of conversation, which ranged from amicable, to awkward, to mutually productive. 
Each new research site, moving from the republican capital city of Yakutsk, to the 
administrative center of the Aldan district, and to the village Khatystyr, came with a unique 
affect, characterized by differences in material conditions, political hierarchies, and everyday 
concerns. 
After my first interview, I found myself questioning the usefulness of my interview 
guide (see Appendix B) and began developing a process of knowledge accumulation (in 
contrast to “data collection”). Within the general topics reviewed and approved by UNBC’s 
REB, I began devising questions that sought greater context and clarification for information 
I had gained in previous interviews. In this way, the nature, scope, and quality of conversations 
changed significantly over my three months in the field, expanding my understanding of TTPs 
as well as revealing up new and broader facets of Indigenous legal consciousness and politics 
in Yakutia.    
All interviewees treated me as a consummate outsider, but worthy of their time and 
edification. Often I was engaged explicitly as an American, a capitalist, and a rootless 
Westerner, likely unable to survive in the taiga longer than a day. Scholars treated me 
collegially, despite my obvious callowness, offering more sustained lines of communication. 
Once, in the village, an interviewee asked me point blank about my intentions: was I simply 
there to study them like material? She pointed out that I could come and try to grasp their 
situation, then go back to Canada, where my work would have little effect on their 
circumstances. From this, I determined that reassurances about my intentions, in addition to a 
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modest gift, could not substitute for producing something of practical value to the villagers and 
their representatives. Could a foreign Masters student, by gaining knowledge of Russian legal, 
political, and governmental processes, create change in the lives of the people with whom he 
had lived, eaten, and conversed?   It is my hope, at the very least, that in writing this thesis, I 
honor the request of one interviewee, who said, 
I wish that you, an American, a human being, remain a friend of Yakutia, 
Russia, and the Indigenous peoples of the North. That you speak fairly of our 
life in your home country, tell them that we are regular people, not thinking of 
war and aggression. People live their lives, they grow. We would like if you 
conveyed a truthful portrait. (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
Investigating the delicate subject of Indigenous rights within the realm of Russian 
jurisprudence demands considerations of power, plurality, and society. No state is a monolithic 
body. No ethnicity is pure. No history is straightforward. No law is fixed. I take not as data, 
but as testimony and expertise, the words of those with whom I spoke and still speak in the 
Sakha Republic (Yakutia). Their concerns and perspectives take precedence in this thesis, in 
which I will seek to deconstruct and understand the legal assemblages with which they live. 
Despite centuries of being considered “little” (maliye), KMNS have a great deal to contribute 
to how people in Russia and around the world can conduct themselves and build enduring, 
ecological communities. As Nisga’a elder, Frank Calder, says, “You shouldn’t look down on 
others just because they are supposedly ‘little people’. Sometimes they have something to say 
that is good and right. Sometimes the little people have a lot they can teach us” (quoted in 
Borrows 2010, 168). 
1.4 Structure of the Thesis 
In the second chapter of this thesis, I will tell the stories of two Evenk municipal 
formations in the Aldan Ulus in southern Yakutia, which at different times and through 
26 
 
different means succeeded in applying the status of TTP to the territories within their 
administrative boundaries. As tangible assertions of the communities’ legal imaginaries, their 
respective paths bring into focus the uneven field of TTP legislation against a backdrop of 
expansionist federal policies, industrial development, and political maneuvering. I will 
conclude the chapter with a discussion of the concept of “community control”, and argue that 
local assertions of legality are not a product of but the catalyst for the realization of state 
functions and mechanisms. 
In the third chapter, I will articulate the complex “layering” of state institutions, laws, 
and legal norms that constitute the “lawscape” of TTPs in the Republic of Sakha (Yakutia). 
These layers structure the initial planning, process of formation, and eventual implementation 
and maintenance of the rights regime inherent to a TTP. Because KMNS rights in Russia are 
not codified and lack institutional coherence (Kryazhkov 2013, 2015a), this section is 
dedicated to analyzing the complexity and multiplicity of existing legislation through “a robust 
non-reductive account of both the discrete parts of this expansive legal universe and of their 
complicated interactions” (Dagan & Kreitner 2014, 27). Framing these laws as lived relational 
structures, I show that the state land-use regime inscrutably and unjustly circumscribes KMNS 
life on TTPs. 
In the final chapter, I examine the field of cultural values, legal abstraction, and political 
imaginaries that has arisen in the wake of Russia’s transition to capitalism, particularly as it 
manifests in the land-KMNS-state network of a TTP. Disentangling the binaries of 
democracy/autocracy, public/private, and Indigenous/colonizer, I strive to articulate the 
development of a Siberian Indigenous legal culture as expressed by my participants, and how 
TTPs do and do not fit into it. Looking at their invocations of law, Soviet and post-Soviet 
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history, visions of the future, and exigencies of modern life on the taiga, I hope to make the 
case that the present state of Indigenous rights in Russia is not “inferior” to that in other 
countries, but rather reflects a unique strategy of adaptation based in the specificities of 
Siberian geography and an intimacy with regional geopolitics.  
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2.0 The Two Eras of TTPs  
 TTPs are only one of the most recent spatiolegal tools in a centuries-long history of 
Russian/Soviet partitioning and exploitation of the Siberian landscape. Indeed, TTPs have 
come into effect over a landscape already heavily inscribed with territorialized norms and 
rights regimes. As I undertake in this chapter to convey the history of two TTP regions, it is 
essential to understand that their development constituted, on the one hand, an expansion of 
state discipline and a reproduction of power relations that reinforced the overarching hierarchy 
with Moscow at the top (Ssorin-Chaikov 2003; Warhola & Lehning 2007), and on the other 
hand, a visible, political assertion of local interests and identities through law (Fondahl & 
Sirina 2003; Povoroznyuk 2014). In the case of my field site, it was in fact this latter legal 
force that paved the way for a republican-wide, institutional expansion of power. Local and 
regional establishment of TTPs, while historically vulnerable to federal and republican 
obstruction, represents genuine community interest in forging ties to the state to assert local 
authority.  
In the Aldan District, where I conducted much of my fieldwork, two Indigenous 
municipal formation (nasleg) administrations8 that achieved TTP status for their territories— 
the Bellet Evenk National Nasleg (BENN) and the Anami National Nasleg (ANN)— are 
characteristic representations of two phases in the history of TTP creation. The legal histories 
of these rural, peripheral spaces reveal a transformational but ambivalent impulse within the 
Russian body politic regarding land use, social life, and modernity. Their development speaks 
to an internal tension between an authoritative center and a vast hinterland, between state and 
 
8 The nasleg administration, to be discussed in more detail in Section 3.3.1, is an organ of local self-governance, 
comprised of a head, a council of deputies, and an administrative staff. Among its powers is the right to 
establish and manage a TTP within its territorial boundaries. 
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civic needs, between what the country is and what it might be. These small Indigenous naslegs 
were and remain a site of state-driven sociospatial engineering and a resistant space of self-
sufficiency and cultural identity. 
In the following section, I will first elaborate on the nature of the TTP legal regimes set 
forth by the federal “Specially-Protected Nature Territory” (OOPT) and “Specially-Protected 
Territory” (OOT) TTP designations, which define the two eras of TTP creation and affect 
protected status and enforcement. Following that, I will tell the stories, narrated to me in pieces 
by interviewees, of the formation of the two TTPs in the Aldan District, the political impacts 
of the process, and the life of the communities as they have developed since. Finally, I will 
argue that by design, the opportunities afforded by a TTP empower local communities to think 
differently about their relationship to the state and their potential as legal actors on the land. 
2.1 TTP Laws, OOPTs, and OOTs 
Following through on a 1992 edict (397) from President Yeltsin, calling for the 
protection of KMNS territories, legislators laid out the basic framework for establishing a TTP 
in Russia in a 2001 federal law, “On TTPs”, which republican leaders expanded on in a 2006 
SR(Y) law of the same name. In their goal of preserving the diverse ways of life of KMNS and 
a biodiverse environment, these laws stipulate declarative criteria for the size and boundaries 
of a TTP9, for the legal regime (i.e. procedural norms) of a TTP10, permitted types of 
“traditional activities”11, and the process by which a TTP can be created12. Legislative and 
corporate intervention, however, has compounded weaknesses in the federal law “On TTPs” 
by redacting articles, narrowing terminology, and enacting contradictory laws. Such efforts 
 
9 RF 2001, Art. 9 & SR(Y) 2006, Art. 11 
10 RF 2001, Art. 11 & SR(Y) 2006, Art. 13 
11 RF 2001, Art. 5 & SR(Y) 2006, Art. 6, 7 
12 RF 2001, Art. 8 & SR(Y) 2006, Art. 10 
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have impacted not just the legal regimes and enforcement mechanisms of TTPs, but the legal 
process to establish them. 
TTP creation in SR(Y) can be divided into two “eras”: before federal legislative 
changes in the Land Codex and “On TTPs” (RF 2001) removed TTPs from the list of OOPTs 
in 2013 and after this date. These redactions removed all TTPs from the registry of federally-
protected OOPTs by eliminating the word “nature” from the definition of a TTP (Neustroeva 
& Semenova 2018). There were twelve TTPs formed in the SR(Y) prior to this change. 
2.1.1 “Specially-Protected Nature Territories” (OOPTs)  
The preamble to the 1995 federal law “On OOPTs” (RF 1995) defines them as  
“parcels of land, the aquatic and atmospheric areas around and above 
them, where natural complexes and objects are located, which have special 
conservation, scientific, cultural, aesthetic, recreational, and health-related 
value, which are parceled off either entirely or partially by a decree of 
government organs from other forms of land use, and for which is established 
a special regime of protection.”  
 
These stipulations are echoed today in Article 95 of the Land Codex (RF 2001). In 
Tranin’s words, the OOPT category of land is primarily intended to “protect biodiversity and 
support the balance of natural processes in the biosphere” (2010, 70). Each category of OOPT 
has a distinct conservation objective and is formed on a different political basis- some, such as 
zapovedniki, are restricted by a requirement of federal approval, while others, such as zakazniki 
and nature parks (prirodniye parki), can be formed by federal subjects at a regional or local 
level. The introduction of TTPs to this list in 2001 opened new avenues for legal protections 
of Indigenous ways of life and economic practices. OOPT TTPs applied the same nature 
conservation principles as other OOPTs while incorporating the interests and rights of 
Indigenous populations for the purpose of maintaining their traditional way of life 
(Naprasnikov et al. 2005; Bogoslovskaya 2009; Tranin 2010). As OOPTs, TTPs strictly 
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forbade unlicensed entry (especially by poachers), construction of unsanctioned roads or 
buildings, and the use of certain vehicles and technologies. Still, Tranin (2010) notes, this 
highly protected status, in practice, was vulnerable to frequent violations.  
 The federal law “On TTPs” allows for their creation at federal, regional, and local 
levels. Since 70% of all OOPT territory across Russia is contained within the Federal Forest 
Fund (Shishatsky et al. 2012), even regional and local TTPs required approval from federal 
agencies and were registered in the Federal Land Registry. Local or regional TTPs were thus 
considered objects of common national importance, but were jointly managed by multiple 
levels of government (Naprasnikov et al. 2005, 38-39). This federal affiliation, though 
procedurally burdensome, secured federal ecological impact reviews for industrial activities 
on TTPs and allowed violations of the protection regime to be brought to the attention of 
federal oversight organs, such as the Federal Service for Environmental, Technological and 
Nuclear Supervision (Rostechnadzor) and the Russian State Prosecutor. As one interviewee 
said, 
 Until 2013, TTPs were OOPTs, so they had super-protected status. You 
needed to make a lot of agreements with federal infrastructures, so the process 
was extremely complicated. On the one hand, the loss of that status created 
conditions for a simplified local process of creation. On the other hand, part of 
its protection regime has been lost. (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
2.1.2 “Specially-Protected Territories” (OOTs) 
Once removed from the list of OOPTs in 2013, TTPs became OOTs. Unlike OOPTs, 
OOTs are not required to undergo federal ecological impact review in the event of industrial 
development initiatives (Stammler & Ivanova 2016a). The legal regime of nature protection 
that governs them is not secured by the federal government, but, in SR(Y), remains in place by 
force of the 2006 SR(Y) law “On TTPs” and the decree “On Certifying Provisions…” (SR(Y) 
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2006). Through changes to this decree, republican legislators by and large replicated the 
declarative provisions of the federal legislation on TTPs to define the SR(Y) OOT legal regime, 
while omitting some of the more restrictive provisions such as the prohibition on motor 
vehicles. But these laws have no authority to regulate federally-sanctioned actors, a fact that 
led the president of RAIPON to say that “the removal of the OOPT status practically makes 
protecting traditional ways of life impossible” (Neustroeva & Semenova 2018, 1). Overall, 
“the entire gamut of negative consequences due to this change is not quite understood” 
(Kryazhkov 2015a, 77), but the positive consequences are plainly visible in SR(Y). Since 2014, 
47 new TTPs have been established across the Republic. Ambiguity and instability continue 
to plague the legal status of these territories, but as the following sections will show, the TTP 
serves many valuable functions for the local governments and members of these communities. 
2.2 Bellet Evenk National Nasleg and the Route to Becoming a TTP 
2.2.1 Post-Soviet Bellet Nasleg 
In 1991, the emancipation of civil society from the domination of the state led to the 
establishment of both the national and regional Associations of KMNS (RAIPON), which in 
SR(Y) developed legislation that would prove vital for cultural preservation during the massive 
sociopolitical and economic transition precipitated in 1991. Drafted by members of YAKMNS 
in the last months of the USSR, the 1992 Republican law “On Obshchinas” provided a kinship-
based, culturally sensitive, and legally-recognized form of socioeconomic organization in what 
was otherwise a chaotic and lawless era (Kryazhkov 2015b).   
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Over the 1990’s, the Evenks of the Bellet Nasleg (pop. 1,73813) took advantage of this 
new law by organizing twenty-six nomadic obshchinas14, nine of which practiced reindeer 
herding (Marfusalova 2013, 82). They did this through a chain of semi-formal agreements, 
through the republican government and the tenuous administrations of former state farms, 
which distributed usufruct land rights and small reindeer herds to Evenk obshchina applicants. 
As its stock of and control over land was diminished by obshchina development and the 
reconsolidation of land into the Forest Fund, the state farm “Khatystyr” reorganized into a 
“State Unitary Enterprise” (GUP), then to an open joint-stock company (OAO), which 
currently manages several reindeer herds. While this transition entailed emancipation from the 
culturally repressive and inefficient economic control of the Soviet state, it exposed Soviet-
raised Evenks to unfamiliar troubles. As one interviewee told it: 
 In the commune there were over 10,000 reindeer. They were collected 
into our nasleg, a “place of compact habitation” (MKP) and everyone lived on 
their own, in Chutbu, Kutana, Lappi, Ugano. There were lots of these “red 
stars” [small collectives], these little villages. So they gathered all the Evenks 
here [in Khatystyr] and made it an “MKP”. So they lived, and the herds 
belonged to the state farm. After the collapse, “Take your due, take it. Whoever 
worked gets some”. But those who were out working on the land, the herders, 
they had to take care of the reindeer and fill out documentation. Taxes, 
pensions. Some of them couldn’t do it. So they began culling their reindeer. It 
reached the point when people would gather at the farm (Khatystyr), and each 
person had maybe twenty deer- that’s not a precise number, just an estimate. 
And they slaughtered them and sold them, so they could buy something. There 
were fewer and fewer deer. (KMNS Leader in Aldan District) 
 
 The rapidity of the change, suddenly burdening herders and their families with new 
responsibilities that were formerly the purview of the state farm, led to a crisis for the reindeer-
 
13 Database of the Republic of Sakha (Yakutia): Indicators, Characterizing the Economic and Social 
Composition of Municipal Formations. Aldan Municipal Rayon, Rural Settlement, Bellet Nasleg, 2018. 
14 Throughout the thesis, the term, obshchina, though elsewhere translated as “community”, will refer expressly 
to these autonomous socioeconomic family clan units. Explained further in section 3.4.2, obshchinas are 
endowed with rights to traditional land-use, cultural activities, and economic support.  The term “community” 
will refer to the wider Indigenous society occupying an entire nasleg and kinship relations branching out from 
there. 
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herding economy. Chains of supply for fuel, kombikorm (artificial reindeer feed), and 
ammunition, formerly guaranteed by farms, broke down, reducing herders’ capacity to live off 
the land. During the 1990’s, aside from the contracts signed with the defunct state farm and a 
1993 federal decree denoting the nasleg as a “place of compact living” (MKP), Evenks residing 
on the Bellet territory were unable to obtain state-approved documentation legally recognizing 
their residence. The obshchina status for family groups did not entail the proprietary allocation 
of land, but only the usufruct right to “land, renewable resources, agricultural, hunting, and 
fishing plots… for termless and free use…” (SR(Y) 1992, Art. 14). In the post-collapse chaos, 
the state asserted its dominion over land, preventing KMNS and other land-users from 
becoming private landowners. While the SR(Y) fought its own geopolitical battle with the 
Yeltsin administration, the small nasleg territory was left without an administration, property, 
or clear jurisdictional status.  
Obshchinas furthermore had to contend with a Republic-led project under President 
Nikolaev to create conservation areas that resulted in the Aldan municipal government’s 
establishment of several OOPTs on the nasleg’s historic territory over the 1990’s (Solomonov 
2000; Sulemanov 2017). Four “resource reservations” of municipal significance were created 
to protect landscapes in western Aldan, and though traditional nature-use was permitted on 
these territories, their allocation to the Ministry of Nature Protection barred them from 
becoming registered as part of obshchina territories. 
Unaccustomed and ideologically disinclined to the logics of capitalism, KMNS at all 
levels of society found the ownership of the land by the state generally reasonable and 
acceptable (Pavlovskaya 2013; RAIPON 2013). But the government of the 1990’s was too 
fractured and disoriented to enforce land-use laws or decrees on obshchina territories. This 
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situation limited the average rural Evenk’s interactions with the government, but left their land 
and livelihoods vulnerable. At the turn of the millennium, with Russia’s economic revival and 
the “second wave” of industrialization, KMNS in the SR(Y) began looking for ways of 
securing their territories. In western Aldan District, this began with the establishment of the 
nasleg as a municipal formation.  
Despite the liberal aims of a nationwide local self-government reform in the 2000’s, 
many local settlements faced political, legal, and economic obstacles in realizing robust 
standards of local authority and representation (Young & Wilson 2007). Local leaders’ plan to 
formally establish the Bellet Nasleg was challenged in the SR(Y) Constitutional Court by 
municipal authorities on the grounds that laws on local self-government did not adequately 
define what categories of land can be included in a new municipal formation (Marfusalova 
2013, 316). The court ultimately favored the nasleg administration with a change in the 2004 
Republican law, 173-3 No.353-Sh “On the establishment of borders and the application of the 
status of urban and rural settlement to municipal formations of the Republic of Sakha 
(Yakutia)” (BENN Charter, 2009). In 2008, by a decree of the SR(Y) government15, the nasleg 
was granted the status of “National Evenk” nasleg, giving it the ability to organize a “National 
Nomadic Council” with the heads of obshchinas (SR(Y) 2005). The administrative head, 
Council of Deputies, and Nomadic Council were now unfettered to pursue TTP status for 
BENN. 
2.2.2 BENN and TTP Status 
The administration (see 3.3.1) of the now legally-recognized Belletsky National Nasleg 
began seeking TTP status almost immediately after achieving the status of a municipal 
 
15 Decree of the Government of SR(Y) N 121 “On Endowing the Bellet Nasleg (rural okrug) in the Aldan 
Ulus of the SR(Y) with the Status of “National Evenk”  
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formation, following a referendum with the community (see Appendix C). It would be almost 
a year-long process before the nasleg was recognized as a TTP of local significance. 
Correspondences between the local administration and the SR(Y) Ministry of Justice, the 
SR(Y) MinPriroda, and Rostechnadzor took months at a time and were filled with requests for 
corrections to proposed cadastral and administrative documents, as well as demands for fees 
for long and short-term use licenses (KMNS Leader in Aldan). Disputes over the legal 
permissibility of the new TTP as it was spatialized over preexisting designations were the 
primary factor in prolonging the formation process. For example, to include the entire nasleg 
under TTP status, local leaders went to court and had to cite Article 11 of “On Local Self-
Governance” (RF 2003), which recognizes “inter-settlement areas” of low population density 
and “areas of traditional nature-use” as within the jurisdiction of the local center (Khatystyr). 
One spatiolegal conflict in the territory’s regime, however, remains unresolved. To 
establish the TTP, the administration had to dispute the language of Article 30 of the City 
Planning Codex (Gradostroitel’niy Kodeks), which states that “the borders of territorial zones 
should be in concordance with the requirement that a given plot of land should belong only to 
one territorial zone. The formation of a single plot of land from multiple plots of land across 
different territorial zones is not permitted”. The four OOPTs established under Nikolaev thus 
constituted an obstacle to the full realization of the TTP over the nasleg. Nonetheless, the 
administration succeeded in creating the TTP, resulting in a mixed protection regime of various 
types of OOPTs divided among local, republican, and federal authorities (see Figure 2.3).  
Since the removal of TTPs from the federal list of OOPTs, however, this problem has 
become more politically acute. According to Fedorova et al. (2015), two options have been 
proposed to resolve this jurisdictional collision: the BENN administration could reduce its 
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territory to exclude the other OOPTs or it could retain its current territory and “liquidate” the 
OOPTS of local significance, unifying them all as the BENN TTP (an OOT). The BENN 
Administration does not want to lose the territory, nor does it want to forego the protections of 
the OOPTs. The Aldan municipal government does not want to lose its control over the local 
OOPTs. Jurisdictional collisions between TTPs and OOPTs were common across the RF prior 
to 2014 (Tranin 2010). 
Because of the arduous work of the BENN leadership, as of 2009, the BENN charter 
(3.3) reads, “The territory of the rural settlement ‘BENN’ is composed of the historic lands of 
the settlement areas, with the addition of lands of common use, territories of traditional nature 
use of the population, recreational lands, and lands for the development of the settlement”. As 
one interviewee attested, 
 BENN TTP was the first that was created like this. It was 2007. Through 
the Supreme Court, the Constitutional Court, they created a TTP within the 
borders of the nasleg. In other words, the administration as such can help 
obshchinas today and work with them on various problems. The territories of 
Figure 2.3 Map of Aldan District with Obshchinas and Naslegs (Savvinova, Filippova, & Fondahl 2015) 
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the obshchinas, those that have documentation, are considered within the 
boundaries of the TTP. In a similar vein, all other territories [TTPs] were 
formed this way. (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
 Upon the establishment of the Belletsky TTP, however, immediate changes were not 
identified by local residents. As one interviewee said, 
 It was the first experience of its kind for the Republic. At first, of course, 
on the one hand the community didn’t feel anything. Every person in the village 
has difficulty saying exactly what changed, so there are questions. But on the 
other hand, if you look, then the status is certainly serious and does offer 
protection. (BENN Community Member) 
 
 Follow-up policy and actions were needed to make the status effective. Local leaders 
spent two years negotiating and developing anti-poaching policies with local bureaus and 
inspectorates in the Aldan District. They also strived to educate officials in the district center 
as well as in the BENN Administration itself on the conditions and implementation processes 
of the TTP. The Republican MinObshestvo conducted additional land surveys, and eventually 
the geographic information for the territory was entered into the republican and federal 
cadastral registers.  
2.2.3 Industrial Activity in BENN 
None of these efforts, however, served to halt or significantly alter the plans, drawn up 
in 2004, to construct the massive Eastern Siberia-Pacific Ocean (ESPO) pipeline, which 
connects oil extraction sites across Irkutsk Oblast, SR(Y), Amur Oblast, Khabarovsky Kray, 
and Primorskiy Kray for export to China, Japan, and Korea (Yakovleva 2014). The ESPO 
passes directly through BENN, specifically through the territories of four obshchinas and the 
OAO “Khatystyr”. According to Marfusalova, the pipeline construction, which began between 
2006 and 2007, prior to the official declaration of BENN’s TTP status, “caused economic 
damage to the Evenks living in the settlements of Khatystyr and Ugoyan as well as the region’s 
hunters. In particular, [it effected] the migration of moose, sable, and squirrels…” (2013, 319). 
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In response to the damage, in 2008 residents of BENN sent a letter to the head of the SR(Y), 
requesting enforcement of safety regulations, implementation of a land-lease fee, and annual 
investments by the company in the local economy, none of which ultimately transpired 
(Kulikova 2015a). TTP status, once achieved, did nothing to correct this. The pipeline 
company, Transneft, conducted closed-door meetings with individual obshchinas and the 
OAO, paying compensation “for the temporary disruption to land-use” as a gesture of the 
company’s “good will” (dobrovol’ye), arguing that they have no legal obligations (Yakovleva 
2014). According to interviewees, the most damaging fallout from the project has been the 
disruption of the land for herding and animal migration, noise, the conduct of pipeline 
employees, and the outflow of regional wealth. 
 Subsequent development projects on TTP-secured BENN occurred after the ratification 
of the SR(Y) law on Ethnological Impact Review (EE) in 2010. This law, to be explained in 
more detail in Section 3.5.2, requires companies developing resources within a TTP to initiate 
and pay for an expert assessment of the potential cultural impacts of their project. While 
grounding the impact assessment process in a scientific method, the law perpetuates the “one-
off” compensation model of the ESPO agreements. One project in particular, a gas pipeline 
called the Power of Siberia that runs through BENN, has been identified by Sidortsev et al 
(2016, 58) as “one of the largest sources of systemic risks in the history of the Russian oil and 
gas sector”. Interviewees attested to the limits of compensation allocated to them through the 
Power of Siberia EE assessment: 
 After we secured the nasleg territory, work was conducted with 
Gazprom, the Power of Siberia pipeline. They conducted EE according to all 
the requirements of federal and regional law. The TTP does not forbid, for 
example, undertaking that kind of work, but they do have to make an agreement 
with us about what kind of work they are going to do. And they compensate the 
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obshchinas… They can execute the payment portion of the law, but the people 
still suffer. (KMNS Leader in Aldan District) 
 
 Two obshchinas were compensated for the Power of Siberia pipeline, 
but they won’t receive any further compensation for future harms. (KMNS 
Leader in Aldan District) 
 
 OAO Khatystyr received twelve million rubles for the construction of 
the Power of Siberia pipeline, but compared with the damage… (KMNS Leader 
in Aldan District) 
 
 Another recent and more atypical project, the construction of the Vostochniy launch 
site by Roskosmos, the Russian Space Agency, also required EE, as projected flight paths pass 
above TTP-designated areas. One interviewee described the steps taken in 2016-2017: 
 The flights being done by Roskosmos [Russian Space Agency]. Imagine 
their flight trajectory over the republic…parts of the rocket will fall to the earth. 
So for that they conducted EE. Across the whole trajectory… [Roskosmos] 
submitted its project to the government of the Republic, a whole box of what’s 
called an Evaluation of the Impact on the Ethnological Environment… Evenks 
live in the places they are planning on flying over- Aldan, Olekminsk, 
Zhigansky. First they compiled information on the people’s activities, reindeer 
herding, foraging, what obshchinas are located there. Then they ordered a 
project review by a scientific institution, and that institution prepared a 
complete report on the territory, population, economic activities, statistics. And 
from that report, economists affiliated with the project determined what sum of 
compensation was due to the community over a five-year period. (KMNS 
Leader in Yakutsk)   
 
 In light of these developments, how can we assess the effectiveness of the TTP 
territorial designation for BENN in increasing local agency over the well-being of the land? 
Firstly, it should be considered an important means of communicating to outsiders the active 
and historic presence of Evenks in the region. Prior to the TTP status, the designations of MKP, 
“national nasleg”, and obshchinas served to compel initial discussions with Transneft over the 
ESPO pipeline in BENN. TTP status, as recognized by federal legislation, has enhanced the 
visibility of local interests and the legitimacy of their legal assertions. For the Power of Siberia 
pipeline, TTP status and the EE law ensured that three obshchinas received compensation for 
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their damaged homelands. EE furthermore succeeded in securing larger amounts of 
compensation for obshchinas affected by the Power of Siberia than the informal arrangements 
completed for the ESPO pipeline. Still, as interviewees stated, the one-time payments being 
offered remain insufficient compensation for the long-term ecological and cultural damage of 
industrial development, and have in some cases funded the out-migration of community 
members. EE remains a state-run process that in some respects reduces local concerns to 
“scientific data”, destined foremost to serve corporate social responsibility discourses.  
2.2.4 Community Control 
BENN’s status as a 
TTP has allowed the 
nasleg administration to 
coordinate with municipal 
inspectorates to regulate 
hunting and fishing. This 
particular possibility was 
reified for me during my 
time in BENN, when my 
host, other community leaders, and a forest inspector took a motorboat along the Aldan River 
to put up the first physical markers on the borders of the territory. Two signs were posted at 
forks in the river where heavier boat traffic often brought in unknowing hunters or poachers 
(see Figures 2.4 and 2.5). They declare “Specially-Protected Nature Territory! Hunting and 
Fishing are Prohibited!” with contact details for the BENN administration.  
 This initiative represents a key expression of “community control” (obshestvenniy 
Figure 2.4 Community Leaders Installing the Sign 
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kontrol’), wherein the local community operationalizes legal provisions that the state does not 
itself implement. In this case, the BENN administration enforced the ban on hunting and 
fishing imposed by the SR(Y) TTP land-use regime. 
Poaching remains one of the most pressing issues 
aside from industrial development for the Evenk 
community of BENN, and one that faces multiple 
geographic and governmental obstacles to coping 
with (Fedorova et al. 2015). The installation of signs 
at the edges of the territory is thus an assertion of 
local legal authority over distance, in the difficult-to-
regulate depths of the South Yakutian taiga. It serves 
as a first step to realizing “the local administration 
as an organ endowed with authority (polnomochiya) on issues of the TTP” (KMNS Leader in 
Yakutsk). This small but important act is not, however, the only measure being taken to assert 
local control over the territory. On a legislative level, the BENN administration is applying to 
republican legislators to make nasleg administration participation mandatory in the EE process. 
Such a change would help ensure that non-local environmental/ethnological impacts (those not 
confined to an obshchina territory) are taken into account in EE, and open up the possibility 
for employing more legal and economic expertise at the negotiating table. 
It is worth noting, however, that the BENN administration does not have the undivided 
support of the community to deal with TTP issues. As Savvinova et al. (2015, 41) note in their 
survey of the BENN community, “41% of survey respondents believe that governance of the 
land should remain with the collective, the obshchinas, and 20% think that the government 
Figure 2.4 First Sign Established on Border of the 
Belletsky National Evenk Nasleg 
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should regulate the land.” Despite the greater available resources and positioning of the BENN 
administration to enforce TTP legislation, members of some obshchinas identify the local 
administration as in some ways a rival source of local power, whose interests may not align 
with their own. Their disagreement has foundation in the fact that the population living on the 
land, and not the administration, is burdened with the responsibility to observe and report 
infractions of EE agreements. Though administration officials are invested in the well-being 
of the nasleg, their lack of direct engagement in traditional economic activities on the land 
compounds tensions. One interviewee described local people as “our greatest strength” and 
went on to suggest “they should receive some kind of public authority (polnomochiya) to fulfill 
this [monitoring] duty. That is, they should conduct ecological monitoring, which of course 
should be supported and guaranteed by the government, financially, materially, and 
technologically” (Sakha Leader in Yakutsk). This proposal to give official regulatory powers 
to residents of TTPs could help to even out the seeming imbalance of power between 
obshchinas and administration at the local level. 
2.3 Anami National Nasleg, the Far East Hectare, and the Mass Creation of TTPs 
2.3.1 A Note on Fieldwork 
 Though I arrived in the Aldan District intent on traveling to ANN for two weeks, I was 
ultimately unable to do so. Aldan is a growing industrial region filled with immigrant labor, 
meaning the Aldan migration bureau adheres to strict registration procedures to ensure that all 
foreign nationals have fixed places of residence. Appealing to leadership in Kutana and 
Khatystyr, my local contacts and I sought formal documentation of a village residence so that 
I might travel freely across the taiga. But because of the numerous changes to property and 
land tenure law since residents first registered their property in the 1990’s, those deeds and 
proofs of residence that they had available were in fact obsolete. Up-to-date registration 
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requires costly cadastral and legal work, meaning that obshchinas, residents, and even some 
official bodies have no documentation affirming their right to houses or plots of land. Without 
this documentation, I was unable to find a place at which I could register in Kutana, and thus 
was forced to register at a residence in the city of Aldan. The local migration bureau assured 
us that inspectors would check regularly to confirm I was staying there. The role of state-
imposed financial barriers in maintaining the legal precarity of KMNS lands will be discussed 
in Chapter 3, so for now, suffice it to say that this circumstance limited the amount of 
information I was able to gather on the history and culture of ANN.  
2.3.2 ANN, Municipal Formation, and TTP Status  
Following the 1995 federal law “On Local Self-Governance”, ANN (pop. 53016) made 
the first successful claim in the SR(Y) to the historic territories of its former “rural council”, 
becoming a “municipal formation” in 2004 (ANN Administration 2010). Within its borders 
are two OOPT “resource reserves”, established in 2000 and 2001, and twenty-two obshchinas. 
The ANN community decided to apply for TTP status in 2016. 
The process for establishing TTPs during the period after 2013 was significantly more 
streamlined than when BENN was created (see Appendix C). After edits made to the 2006 
SR(Y) decree, “On Certifying Provisions on TTPs…” in 2016, the ANN administration held a 
referendum on whether to apply for TTP status. The positive outcome of this referendum was 
reaffirmed by the ANN Council of Deputies, which submitted the application for TTP status 
to MinObshchestvo. Without further debate, that Ministry consulted with MinImushestvo and 
Minpriroda to register ANN as a TTP in the Republican cadastral database. In comparison to 
BENN, ANN’s TTP process was significantly simpler and faster, a result of four key factors: 
 
16 Database of the Republic of Sakha (Yakutia): Indicators, Characterizing the Economic and Social 
Composition of Municipal Formations. Aldan Municipal Rayon, Rural Settlement, Nasleg Anami, 2018. 
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the loss of federal OOPT status for TTPs; republican support for rural communities; 
institutional experience with creating TTPs; a looming threat of dispossession from the federal 
Far East Hectare program (Fondahl et al. 2019). 
2.3.3 The Far East Hectare Program 
In 2015, the federal parliament, with the enthusiastic backing of President Putin, began 
developing a program known colloquially as the Far East Hectare (FEH). The act permits any 
Russian citizen to apply for a free hectare of land in the Far East Federal District, which within 
five years he or she is expected to develop (as a farm, small business, dacha, etc.). Raised 
originally by Yuri Trutnev, the head of the Far Eastern Federal District, the program is 
envisioned as a solution to the decades-long population decline of the Far East. The leadership 
of several federal subjects were, however, not pleased with this unilateral federal initiative. 
Among them, SR(Y) leaders entered into negotiations with the newly formed Committee on 
Land Registration in 2015 to contest various provisions of the act. Among their victories was 
the exclusion of TTP lands from the FEH. Indigenous lands could not be requested for the 
program (Obsuzhdaetsya 2015). Subsequently, in the two years after the announcement of the 
FEH and with OOT establishment-procedures under Republican jurisdiction, forty-seven TTPs 
were created in SR(Y). According to one interviewee, the FEH played a major role in 
compelling the creation of the new TTPs: 
These were the first TTPs established under this framework. The 
question of the FEH became very acute, and [the local community] understood 
and the government understood, yes? So the Ministry of Land and Property 
Relations supported [their creation] … In this way it became impossible to dole 
out hectares of land under this status. (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk)  
 
Another interviewee, however, saw the process as both causal and correlative: 
It just coincided that way… Well, on the one hand it coincided, and on 
the other hand they pushed us to act. Why? Because the Republic was successful 
46 
 
at the federal level in ensuring that TTPs were exempted from the FEH 
distribution. From one perspective, we could then hasten [TTP] creation, in 
parallel. We successfully defended it and in parallel, we are putting [TTPs] into 
cadastral documents. (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
Still another interviewee, however, did not identify a connection at all between FEH 
and the second wave of TTP formation: 
Once we had fully developed our approach and, most importantly, had 
allocated funds in our budget for cadastral work, for surveying, in other words, 
the government supported it, then TTP creation started and in 2016 we 
established 20 TTPs. 
 
Parlato: Many TTPs were established in the recent past, yes? But that’s 
only because, in your opinion, the process was perfected and the funds became 
available. So it was not connected with the FEH program? 
 
No, in no way was it connected. The government simply supported [the 
cadastral work] with financial resources. It was a very large amount of money! 
The surveying for one territory, for example, costs 300,000 rubles. Not every 
obshchina or municipal formation could permit itself such expenditures. 
(KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
 In all likelihood, the significant government support for TTP formation that began in 
2015 was the result of a combination of factors, including but not exclusively because of the 
FEH. Many interviewees in fact dismissed concerns about the FEH, declaring that few people 
from Russia’s populous West want to live in the Far East. Some, however, expressed concern 
that company employees could collectively register for hundreds of adjacent hectares for 
industrial development, posing a much larger threat to ecological and community well-being. 
Either way, with TTPs officially protected from the FEH and the TTP-creation procedures in 
place, communities across the Republic could register naslegs and entire districts as TTPs. In 
cases where rural communities sought to register territories not already surveyed and mapped 
as municipal formations, the government confirmed their registration prior to conducting the 
detailed cadastral work, some of which has yet to be done. One of these was ANN. 
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 Local leaders attribute the efficiency of this process to the impending loss of land to 
the FEH, which can be understood as a victory for the republican government in defending its 
interests. One interviewee, however, identified a weakness of the process in that unlike with 
the ‘bottom-up’ creation of TTPs, the new top-down process, “did not raise social 
consciousness or a grasp of the law itself” (KMNS Leader in Aldan District). Rather, 
according to this logic, the process reinforced regional paternalism and deprived local 
communities of the opportunity, or even need, to learn and actualize the law themselves. 
Whether or not such a critique holds water, the interviewee’s words raise a number of important 
questions for Indigenous legal geographies that will be addressed in Chapter 4. For now, 
though, accepting the defensive imperative imposed by the FEH, I will take some time to 
explore how the achievement of TTP status impacted life on BENN and ANN. 
2.4 BENN, ANN, and Local Empowerment 
 As Kondrashev et al. (2018) note, legislation on TTPs does not define specific subjects, 
i.e. individuals, who are entitled to use designated land, or subjects who are entitled to enforce, 
represent, and protect their interests. This omission is indicative not just of a legal loophole for 
industry and a source of disputes, but of broad disregard for local competency and self-
governance. Satre & Granberg (2017, 78) explain that “Russia’s domestic politics is said to be 
based on the model of authoritative democracy… However, hierarchical administration cannot 
properly reach the local level, not least because of a lack of resources at the local level… The 
alternative seems to be opening space for local agency to solve local problems by locals 
themselves and applying strict control of local activities when needed”. One interviewee 
echoed this statement: 
An orderly regime needs to be established, and the procedures for 
KMNS participation in the governance of the territories also need to be put in 
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order. So, if we create a territory, there should be a council, a ruling body for 
the territory, which would include reindeer herders. Preferably with some 
advantages, rights, a voice. And there should be an administration to govern, 
make decisions, and enact those decisions. We need to resolve all these ongoing 
technical questions. Today, we still don’t have these things. (KMNS Leader in 
Yakutsk) 
 
Unfortunately, a significant majority of literature regarding the TTPs of KMNS in 
SR(Y) and beyond identifies local populations as important actors, but rhetorically places 
government organs at the helm of protective legal mechanisms, such as EE, and companies at 
the head of the negotiating table over compensation. The most egregious of such literature (e.g. 
Minchenko 2007; Zharnikov & Shyukina 2012; Tomaselli & Koch 2014) does not sufficiently 
problematize the low level of mandated local responsibility and participation in enforcing the 
TTP protections. Rather, a (sometimes well-meaning) paternalism persists in both academia 
and government, obscuring the myriad ways local KMNS enact and enforce TTPs. The 
examples of BENN and ANN indeed show that the TTP is hardly a result of top-down 
processes. 
As mentioned previously, local leaders in BENN engaged in a process of “community 
control” involving the erection of a sign against poaching. Although it legitimates a function 
of civil society, “community control” is a legal construct, with its basis in a 2014 federal law 
“On Community Control…”. This law, according to Grib, fails to incorporate many legal 
sources of civil and human rights, including those provided in the Russian Constitution, leaving 
it not just declarative but “contradictory of the laws of logic and upsetting of the rules of 
juridical technique” (2014, 9). Nonetheless, the phrase “community control” can be found in 
other legislation, such as the 2006 SR(Y) TTP law and 2006 SR(Y) law on National-
Administrative Territorial Formations, which formalize provision 72.1.2 of the Land Codex, 
permitting “community land control” over territories. Article 18 of the TTP law states that 
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“control over the observance of this law is realized by organs of executive power of SR(Y), 
organs of local self-governance, and empowered representatives of KMNS”. Article 7 of the 
latter law ensures local “participation in exercising control over the use of land, subsoil 
resources, bodies of water, and biological resources”. Despite the fact, however, that 
“community control” remains extremely limited in both formal legal capacities and informal 
applications, one interviewee commented that, 
Community control, community participation, and some kind of 
concerted efforts by reindeer herders could play an essential role in protecting 
these territories. Earlier, the government answered for everything, including 
economic development. But now, with more private companies, community 
control over those activities is increasing… (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
Though poorly defined, local community control consists of an array of strategic 
options available to KMNS communities to assert their voice in matters concerning TTP lands. 
Controlling and disseminating information about the TTP is the most fundamental and 
frequently-cited component of control, but with regards to extractive industries, more concrete 
strategies have included letter-writing, organizing meetings, participating in public hearings, 
and, in the past, engaging in demonstrations (Yakovleva 2014).  
As of today, BENN and ANN have identical land-use regimes as OOT TTPs. Thanks 
to their distinctive histories and geographies, however, the TTP status has impacted their 
administrations, communities, and relationships with government, companies, and land in 
different ways. Because the territory of BENN is an active site of industrial development, 
including pipelines and gold mines, official and community representatives of BENN have 
long been engaged in negotiations over their land’s legal status and community control over 
activities on their land. BENN leaders have on multiple occasions asserted the rights provided 
by the TTP status in formal negotiations. BENN’s geographic proximity to the headquarters of 
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Aldanzoloto in Nizhny Kuranakh and to the city of Aldan has made it relatively easy for 
representatives of the administration and obshchinas to access corporate and municipal 
officials. But it has also meant that community priorities are pitted against industry in 
municipal and republican decision-making. 
In contrast, ANN’s legal negotiations have thus far been limited and straightforward, 
conducted with the paternalistic support of the SR(Y) government against the FEH, and 
effective immediately. Its geographic isolation and lack of economically exploitable minerals 
has meant that residents live relatively free from outside disruptions (except for two small and 
elusive gold-mining outfits), meaning the TTP has yet to be “activated” in a dispute. 
Communication with the state occurs primarily through the ANN administrative office in the 
city of Aldan. In its short history as a TTP, ANN has been able to rely faithfully on the SR(Y) 
government to defend its protected status, enacting community control only with regards to its 
own residents, whereas BENN has been forced to articulate and advance its protected status 
against powerful non-local interests. These contrasting conditions raise important questions 
about TTP status, Indigenous geopolitical identity, and the exercise of legal control over ttps. 
Indigenous communities across Russia have undertaken “community control”-style actions for 
decades before the creation of TTPs, often with unsatisfactory results (Balzer 2006, 2014; 
Tysiachniouk et al. 2018a, b). The symbolic capital TTPs provide, despite the paucity of formal 
mechanisms of enforcement, creates a greater sense of authority and stewardship among local 
leaders and community members.  
Relevant federal and regional laws declare TTPs to be areas where traditional ways of 
life are given special consideration and Indigenous representatives are empowered to 
communicate their unique concerns regarding the land and their peoples. Communities are 
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aware of and embedded in a terrain of climatic, political, and technogenic risk that directly 
threatens their identity and livelihood. Combined with a growing awareness of potentially 
robust legal promises in the form of TTPs, these conditions have resulted in a candid, dejected, 
but not hopeless inter-community dialogue on the necessity and practicality of maintaining 
traditional ways of life. As one interviewee stated, “The most important thing is that today, 
right now, we are leading a traditional way of life. We haven’t forgotten it. We are still here” 
(KMNS Leader in Yakutsk).  
In both naslegs, but especially in BENN, this fundamental condition of a community 
maintaining its relationship with the land and preserving its traditional way of life is itself the 
most powerful assertion of TTP status. Several interviewees identified obshchinas’ year-round 
occupation with herding, hunting, fishing, and other aspects of traditional livelihood as the 
main reason more community members are not politically active in fighting for their rights. 
Yet the traditional livelihood that carries herds, herders, and hunters across their ttps is in fact 
the foundation of their legal rights. The activities of local administrators, government 
representatives, and YAKMNS officials are directed at strengthening these rights through 
formal political channels, but the rights mean nothing without those families exercising them 
daily in traditional land use practices. The semi-nomadic lifestyle is indeed the key source of 
land-based knowledge that, through its interactions and conflicts with extractive industries, 
exposes legal breaches of conduct and serves as the basis of community control.  
The geographically wide-ranging practice of reindeer herding, in particular, functions 
as a declaration, if not of ownership over the land, then of belonging, embeddedness and use. 
Inextricably bound to the flows of the land and cycle of seasons, the herd and herding brigade 
do not simply travel the land but define and are defined by the landscape through their 
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movement (Anderson 1998; Davydov 2012). Hunters and fishermen likewise move around 
and occupy the spaces of the taiga in a way that constructs an invisible, relational map across 
the territory (Brandisauskas 2012). These human movements entangle with the space of 
animals and plants, whose concentrations and movements co-constitute the ttp and often 
transgress the TTP. As Brown et al. note, “we cannot fully understand human agency in 
constituting legal spaces without acknowledging its embodied co-agency with animals and 
broader nonhuman ecologies” (2018, 2). Dynamic patterns of plant growth and animal 
migration on the taiga served the spatialization of rural councils, kolkhozy, sovkhozy, 
obshchinas, which have economically depended on specific terrain, routes, and animal and 
plant populations. As these patterns shift due to industrial incursions and climate change, the 
boundaries of TTPs may become inadequate to provide for traditional KMNS activities. 
Between the laws of the natural world and laws of the state, KMNS must tread a fine line to 
ensure their cultural imperative for control is not quashed. 
 Today, KMNS participating in traditional economic activities must be careful when out 
on the land. The area of a TTP, though endowing local people with certain rights, is temporally 
and spatially constricted by laws, regulations, and spatiolegal divisions. TTPs provide a space 
where traditional ways of life can be practiced, but only inasmuch as they conform to state 
definitions of “tradition”, “conservation”, and “sustainable use”. Two forms of place-making 
thus adapt to and conflict with one another on a TTP.  
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3.0 The TTP Legal Assemblage across Four Spheres of Relationships 
 Then we understood that we needed to do something so that these 
territories where our people live were defined, drawn on a map, formulated. 
And they should be kept in some special register of land users, for example the 
Federal Land Registry. And these territories should be distributed in an 
understandable way: for reindeer herding you have pasture, for fishing you 
have fishing areas, for hunting you have hunting grounds. This would be done 
en masse. But it had to be focused on use. Because when land is being used, 
that’s already a right, it grants you a right to that land. (KMNS Leader in 
Yakutsk) 
 
This section seeks to disentangle the messy, multifarious, and amorphous rights regime 
that frames, from a governmental perspective, the many activities taking place on TTPs in the 
SR(Y). Extra-legal tensions and practices that pervade Russian culture, however, raise doubt 
about the value of treating formal legal institutions as legitimate (Borisova & Burbank 2018). 
The declarative nature of KMNS laws and the ineffectiveness of institutions may be understood 
either as failures to develop legal institutions, but also, as Ssorin-Chaikov (2003) argues, 
productive legal lacunae, where hegemonic legal logics emerge from the inconsistency and 
absence of the state. Whatever argument one takes to discount the importance of law in Russia, 
however, there are two strong reasons to lay out this convoluted and prejudiced legal 
landscape. First is that legality and formal rights and protections are, in the post-Socialist 
context, KMNS’s primary mode of resistance to revanchist Russian expansionism and 
neoliberal dispossession, which are dominated by extra- and illegal processes. Because of 
present socioeconomic obstacles for KMNS to successfully engage in Russia’s informal 
political economy, the emergent realm of constitutional legality is the prime arena for 
advancing KMNS rights and is seen as such by KMNS leaders. Secondly, the TTP legal regime 
is at its heart an assertion of self-determination and inherent rights to territory, a crude, 
legalistic reflection of an ancient code of conduct on ttps and a site of compromise and 
resilience. With this in mind, the following analysis will be structured not according to 
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arbitrary state categories but in terms of the lived relationalities of KMNS living on TTPs. I 
have divided laws and policies into four spheres, impacting relationships for rural KMNS 
settlements: with the land, within the community, with the state, and with extractive industries. 
Approximately 30 normative acts at federal and republican levels delineate rights, 
permissions, prohibitions, and responsibilities for Indigenous peoples (and others) leading a 
“traditional way of life” in SR(Y). The land-use regime they collectively form, which is 
officially inscribed into the landscapes of BENN and ANN, speaks to the subversion, 
dispersion, and realization of formal legality in vast, more-than-human landscapes. Legislation 
regarding land, living resources, and Indigenous self-governance is a complex, disunified body 
replete with juridical hierarchies, declarative and imprecise language, and underlying 
economic and cultural assumptions. Encountering the rugged terrain of the naslegs and the 
quotidian limitations of district enforcement organs, this laborious body of law becomes 
malleable. In the taiga, the law on the books can remain absent for long periods or arise 
unexpectedly, meaning those KMNS residing on the territory have to be aware of the invisible 
legal landscape crisscrossing a TTP. 
3.1 How to Approach a TTP 
As described in Chapter 2, the TTP is the newest of many componential statuses applied 
to Indigenous land (see Figure 3.1). One interviewee described a TTP as a layer cake of 
statuses. Another noted how these statuses conflict and compete, stating that there is a 
“competition of legal norms. And when there are different legal norms, different branches, 
they clash, a collision arises, and one norm will become the priority” (Sakha Leader in 
Yakutsk). Formal laws and informal practices regarding corporate and community conduct on 
TTPs generate these ever-changing norms, dependent on local precedent and relationships, and 
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embedded, ultimately, in the national extractive economy. Von Benda-Beckman (2009, 267) 
notes that “there is a long tradition… in which the state enacts protective policies for a 
population group that the state itself suppresses by other legislation – and by the material 
embodiment of this legislation.” Such an accusation can be leveled at the Russian federal 
government, which has allowed contradictions and collisions in KMNS rights law not only to 
remain but to proliferate. What began in the 1990’s as a genuine legislative effort to enshrine 
KMNS rights over land has been subverted by neoliberal exigencies and an instrumental, weak 
formal legal culture. 
Land in SR(Y) is subject to two legal 
norms, set forth in both the federal constitution 
(Article 9, RF 1993) and the Sakha constitution 
(Article 5, SR(Y) 1992): one identifies land as 
“utilized and protected in the Russian Federation 
as the basis of life and activity of the people living 
in the corresponding territories”, while the other 
identifies land as “an object of private state, 
municipal or other forms of property”. Unless title 
is granted by the state, the former norm takes 
precedence over the latter, meaning all land is 
principally under public federal title, allowing it to 
be leased or designated for assorted purposes 
(Vinokurova 2013). In keeping with the Soviet 
past, the state retains both proprietary and disposal 
Figure 3.1 The "Layer-Cake" of Statuses 
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rights over all non-agricultural land, granting only usufruct and partial exclusionary rights to 
industrial and municipal actors, as well as KMNS (Land Codex (RF); Constitution SR(Y), 
42.2). These land rights are secured in the Republic by a complex licensing and registration 
system, which, since the annulment of termless and free use for KMNS in the Land Codex 
(Bogoslovskaya 2009), creates financial and bureaucratic barriers to KMNS lacking state 
support. The federal executive and, to a lesser extent, regional governments, are empowered 
to zone land-use as they see fit, granting licenses of varying durations to chosen enterprises.  
Despite the wide dispersal of Indigenous communities across myriad sub-national 
units, the implementation of a set of federal-level TTPs to cover such large swatches of land 
seemed in the early 2000’s a viable prospect. A 2009 court case in the Primorsky Kray17, 
however, set a precedent that continues to shape TTP policy: the federal Russian government 
obfuscates and evades the creation of federal TTPs, despite requests and protestations of 
Indigenous citizens across Russia. Relatedly, legal provisions that place substantial emphasis 
on federal evaluation and approvals of any TTP procedures, can be regarded as predominantly 
impedimentary or effectively obsolete. In numerous court cases and from anecdotes, this 
federal obstructionism has led to serious violations of both the word and the spirit of the TTP 
law (Kryazhkov 2015; Kondrashev et al. 2018). Even though a TTP may be established (or 
thought to be established) at a republican or local level, federal-level observation of the status 
remains precarious. 
 At whatever level a TTP is created, however, both the RF and SR(Y) TTP laws place 
the initiatory step and significant powers in the hands of Indigenous citizens, obshchinas, and 
 
17 No. 3-24/09 “On recognizing as no longer effective Paragraph 4, Point 4.1 of the 
“Provision on the state nature zakaznik of regional significance ‘Verkhnebikinskiy’”, affirmed by 
decree of the Primorsky Kray administration, 28.07.2008, No. 169” 
57 
 
local administrations. While certain responsibilities appear at first glance to be burdensome, 
such as the zoning requirements (which require extensive cadastral and bureaucratic work) and 
the local responsibility to create and enforce a legal regime (which demands personnel and 
financial resources that can be scarce), these spatiolegal regimes, in fact, preexist the 
legislation. The pastures, hunting grounds, fishing areas, and other legal zones in a TTP, rented 
by the state to obshchinas, are dictated by the longstanding territorial knowledge of 
communities. According to interviewees, land-use zones are easily delineated with minimal 
conflict, though conflict tends to arise after the creation of maps and documentation, when the 
concrete cadastral representation does not align with oral agreements among obshchinas. The 
zoning follows Soviet-era use patterns conditioned by policy and practice over generations of 
semi-nomadic habitation on ttps. Subsequently, the formal boundaries and zones of a new TTP 
accord with recent historical socio-ecological territorial formations.  
 A TTP thus comes into being foremost as a result of the long-standing and place-based 
relationship between KMNS and the land (an ancestral connection to the myriad ecological, 
climatic, social and spiritual elements of a given territory). Second, it arises from the internal 
coherence, shared aims, and political will of individual KMNS communities as well as their 
representatives and representative bodies. Third, a TTP is forged as a formal legal designation 
on paper through the binding constitutional and legal contract between governments and 
Indigenous inhabitants. And last, a TTP is realized in its highest aim only through exemplary 
relationships between KMNS and industry, who often represent the other dominant 
stakeholder in the land-based economy and whose compliance and understanding are key 
outcomes of the law. These relationalities structure the daily lives of KMNS to produce a TTP. 
They are shaped by a mix of modern and classical forms of (bio)power, rights-based and 
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paternalistic politics, which alternately undermine and uphold the legibility of the territory and 
shared legal knowledge. Unfortunately, as Stammler and Ivanova note, “unless the indigenous 
people accept the state’s thinking and toolkit for action, they will lose everything” (2016b, 70). 
Though I do not ascribe entirely to this bleak assessment, it remains a valuable enterprise to 
lay out the state’s spatiolegal toolkit with regards to KMNS land use in the Republic of Sakha 
(Yakutia).  
3.2 KMNS and Land 
 We have the right to use our lands. We don’t have the right to fell trees 
or mine minerals. That which is on our territory, living biological resources, 
we have the right to use only during hunting season. (KMNS Leader in Aldan) 
 
The Southern Yakutian landscape is spiderwebbed by regulations and overlapping 
borders that have a detrimental effect on traditional lifeways (Kondrashev et al. 2018). The 
practices, non-human entities, and temporalities that comprised KMNS life in the past have 
over decades been inscribed by the state with alien designations meant to render human and 
natural “resources” economically and legally legible. What were once relationships between 
KMNS and other beings are legally described and regulated in instrumental terms (Lavrillier 
2013). Practices of herding, hunting, husbandry, fishing, construction, trade, and mining, all 
relevant to the preservation of traditional lifeways, are legally segregated (governed by parallel 
legal texts), spatially restricted (permitted only in officially designated areas), and subject to 
extensive state controls. From the standpoint of enforcement, these acts, bylaws, and controls 
compensate for the declarative nature of the foundational TTP laws and, operating within a 
TTP’s formal boundaries, add layers of complexity to traditional communal land use.  
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3.2.1 Reindeer and Pastures 
“If there is no reindeer, there is no Evenk.” (Evenk proverb) 
Reindeer husbandry is one of thirteen types of traditional land-use recognized by the 
Russian Federation (Zadorin et al. 2017), and the most distinctive and symbolic activity of 
Russia’s northern nomadic peoples. The ability to establish an official reindeer pasture zone 
in the SR(Y) is set forth in Section 4 of “On Reindeer Herding” (SR(Y) 1997) and the 
Republican TTP law (SR(Y) 2006, Art. 12) affirms reindeer pastures as a possible TTP 
component in accordance with the federal law on TTPs. Though the federal law posits deer 
pastures as a viable spatiolegal component of a TTP, “no federal laws regulate reindeer 
husbandry per se and the official land-use categorisation does not contain a category for 
'reindeer pasture land'. Classified as forest, pastures lack the protection granted to farmland in 
the face of competition from other land uses” (Pavlovskaya 2013, 1313).  
The likely reason for the persistent lack of a federal land category for pastures in the 
Land Codex is the massive territory required for tundra reindeer herding, which biologists 
estimate at 300 hectares per head of deer (Pogodaev 2009). Since 1994, a draft of “On Northern 
Reindeer Herding” has made infrequent rounds in the Russian Federal Assembly, with 
provisions for federal subsidies, compensation, KMNS representation in budgetary councils, 
and an expansive reindeer pasture zone land designation (Dossier 2002). But because a legally 
defensible federal-level land designation would threaten other government interests such as oil 
extraction, the law remains in parliamentary limbo (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk). Though the 
Republican “On Reindeer Herding” (SR(Y) 1997) and the TTP law (SR(Y) 2006) specifically 
permit the zoning of reindeer pasture within a TTP, the omission of a pastoral land-use 
category in federal legislation undermines its protective function (RF 2001). 
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According to Okorokov (2013), reindeer herding collectives and enterprises comprise 
79.2% of the total territory of the SR(Y), and are today almost entirely contained in TTPs. To 
establish a reindeer pasture zone, obshchinas in the SR(Y) are required to register their land 
with the Republican Department of Forestry. Because the republican pastoral designation is 
initiated by herders and their communities with intimate historical knowledge of the land, 
Soviet and pre-Soviet boundaries of pastures typically become the contemporary legal 
boundaries. As one interviewee described it, 
Each reindeer herding operation, each unit, has its own system. It’s not 
just ‘I want to go this way, so I’ll go this way’. There is a specific route, by 
which people have since time immemorial traveled and nomadized. And there 
exists a system of using these pastures for one or another quantity of reindeer. 
All of this needs to be documented, analyzed, structured, and understood, so 
that we can try to include that in the legal system. (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
The resultant designation of reindeer pasture zone inscribes a plot of land with a 
specific legal regime that includes seasonal restrictions on vehicle use (SR(Y) 1997, Art. 23.3), 
compensatory obligations for damage to pasture ecosystems (25.1), and obligatory branding 
of the territorially-affiliated herd (18.1). Though formerly termless, it today endows the 
designated user of the specific pasture with rights and responsibilities through a 25-50-year 
license (Rogozhin & Rogozhin 2010), including the right to use biological resources in 
accordance with conservation legislation, construct necessary structures in accordance with 
safety regulations, and hunt certain animals. Thanks to the Land Codex reforms of 2014 (Elena 
2018a), however, the users (vladeltsy) of reindeer pasture zones must now pay an annual fee 
of one ruble per hectare. Republican leaders have identified this as a flagrant violation of “On 
Guarantees…” (RF 1999), but have also secured government funding to cover these costs for 
the region’s herders (Arendnaya 2018). 
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Through Article 5.1 of the Republican law “On Reindeer Herding” (SR(Y) 1997), 
domestic herds and resulting products are transformed into a form of property, owned by 
private, municipal, or republican proprietors. In SR(Y), and especially in the south, herding 
remains far from commercially-viable levels (Marfusalova 2013; Shadrin 2014). The 
republican government heavily subsidizes and supports reindeer herding. The 2011 SR(Y) law, 
“On the Protection of the Original Place of Habitation…” grants the Republican government 
broad financial, material, and political powers to support KMNS lands and activities, including 
reindeer herding. In Article 6 of “On Reindeer Herding” (SR(Y) 1997), the state guarantees 
that all saleable products of herding that are not purchased by private vendors, will be 
purchased by the state. And Article 7 guarantees a vast array of subsidies and supports for 
salaries, production, transport, insurance, and more. As one interviewee put it in regard to 
reindeer husbandry, “We survive only on account of subsidies” (KMNS Leader in Aldan). 
These subsidies are allocated to reindeer herds across four geoclimatic areas (V Parliamentye 
2017), and have been critiqued for disenfranchising “non-standard” herds of smaller 
obshchinas (Novaya 2017).  
Both within and beyond the bounds of the TTP, reindeer pasture zones cannot be 
dispossessed without compensation to the registered land-users. But only within the bounds of 
a TTP can this compensation potentially take the form of replacement land (“On TTPs” SR(Y) 
13.3). None of my interviewees, however, could cite an instance of land replacement. Like 
other land-use categories designated for “traditional” economies, portions of reindeer pasture 
zones can in practice be alienated by the state or private interests virtually without the consent 
of the user (SR(Y) 1997, Articles 4, 23). Development projects, especially pipelines and mines, 
fragment the territory, disrupt reindeer migration patterns, endanger the fragile ecosystem, and 
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threaten the long-term viability of both reindeer and human food sources (Balzer 2006; 
Yakovleva 2011; Pavlovskaya 2013). The mobility and adaptability of reindeer herds and 
herders suffer on account of the porousness of the territory, revealing a significant collision 
between republican efforts to support the traditional reindeer economy and federal inaction on 
eliminating legislative loopholes.  
3.2.2 Wild Animals and Hunting Grounds 
Hunting is practiced by a large portion of the population of SR(Y), not only KMNS but 
Yakuts and Russians, urban and rural people. To regulate these diverse parties, the state has 
legislated zoning and licensing (permitting) procedures for hunting. According to Article 49 
of the federal law “On Wildlife” (RF 1995), KMNS and other ethnic and cultural groups 
engaged in traditional modes of nature-use, have the right to “priority access” to the use of 
wildlife resources. Within the bounds of a TTP, this means that KMNS “have the possibility 
to hunt for themselves without permits. Freely. For their own personal needs…” (KMNS 
Leader in Yakutsk). This priority access is buttressed on the republican level by several 
provisions18. But priority use is hedged by the phrase, “personal needs”19, which limits KMNS 
rights “to hunt with the goal of maintaining the traditional way of life of their people… in 
quantities of game necessary to satisfy personal needs” (Kryazhkov 2015b, 52). This phrase 
has frequently been interpreted by regulators, municipal inspectors, and courts to limit and 
control Indigenous hunting practices through a state-imposed quota system (V Parlamentye 
2015). Subsequently, KMNS have in most cases opted to register official hunting grounds 
(okhotugod’ye) with the Republican Department of Hunting. 
 
18 Article 19.1 in “On Obshchinas” (SR(Y) 2003); Article 18 in “On the Status of National-Administrative Territorial 
Formations…” (RS(Y) 2006); Article 5.2 in “On the Protection of Original Places of Inhabitance…” (RS(Y) 2011) 
19 Articles 2, 12, and 19 of the federal law, “On Hunting and Conservation of Hunting Resources…” (RF 2009) 
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As one interviewee said, “If you want to hunt on a commercial scale in your territory, 
in order to help develop an obshchina for example, then you are required to get access to a 
hunting ground…” (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk). Another interviewee pointed out that 
Indigenous and non-Indigenous hunters in southern Yakutia had responded ten years ago to 
Article 25 of the federal law “On Hunting” (RF 2009), which required unregistered hunting 
territories to be put up for auction, by organizing and registering hunting grounds en masse. 
They can be established outside the boundaries of a TTP as well, and can be divided into two 
distinct categories: fixed hunting grounds (those licensed to specific organizations, official 
bodies, and individual entrepreneurs), and communal hunting grounds, accessible to the public 
(Anisimov 2013). 
 A hunting ground can be licensed to any civic or private group without the approval of 
a local or district-level body. Also, unlike other territorial formations, the creation of a hunting 
ground does not require extensive cadastral work but can be registered through “a description 
of the edges of the hunting ground… including clearly visible and enduring landmarks” (ibid., 
27). But this land formation, like pastures, guarantees only usufruct and limited exclusionary 
rights: 
When people form a hunting ground, they think ‘Okay, now this is mine’, 
and in reality, that’s not the case. It simply defines the boundaries of a territory 
where you can use a license for hunting game. It doesn’t indicate your right to 
that land. (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
In SR(Y), those who succeed in registering a hunting ground are given a 49-year 
general license for the use of biological resources within that territory, excluding certain 
animals such as moose, bears, and wolves. Regardless of the ethnic status of the prospective 
hunter, these animals can only be hunted with government permission, but licenses to hunt 
them are available year-round. Without a license, there are severe penalties for shooting these 
64 
 
animals, unless it is done in defense of a KMNS reindeer herd (“On Reindeer Herding” SR(Y), 
Art. 19). Animals that do not require a special license include deer, fowl, rabbit, and sable. 
These latter animals are nonetheless regulated on a seasonal basis. As the users of a hunting 
ground, registrants are required by law (Article 38, “On Hunting) to maintain the ecological 
health and populations of “hunting resources” on their territory, adhering to quotas and fire 
safety measures.  
Groups who are not related to KMNS or pursuing “traditional ways of life”, in 
accordance with the Land Codex, pay an annual fee for their hunting grounds. This applies 
equally for KMNS living in cities. But KMNS leading a “traditional life”, for whom the law 
“On Guarantees…” (RF 1999) assures costless, termed use of hunting grounds, as of April 
2018 must also pay an annual fee of one ruble per hectare for hunting grounds registered by 
KMNS and obshchinas (Olenevody 2018). As many interviewees pointed out, these fees over 
tens and even hundreds of thousands of hectares are impossibly expensive for KMNS, so many 
obshchinas have since allowed their hunting registrations to lapse or not registered them in the 
first place.  
Rifles also newly require registration under changes made to the federal law “On 
Weapons” (RF 1996). An applicant must pay a fee and undergo medical and psychological 
assessments prior to receiving a license, which lasts for a period of five years. The head 
representative for KMNS in the Sakha parliament, Il Tumen, stated in 2018 that “Today, 
northerners feel discomfort and cannot hunt freely on the tundra or go fishing, expecting at any 
moment a raid or a fine” (Elena 2018b). The state’s inscription of the land with licensing 
paywalls has made it treacherous beyond the typical dangers of the climate and predators. 
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3.2.3 Fish and Fishing Areas 
If for example you did something wrong, you overfished, you caught all 
that fish, but it’s hardly likely that you can maintain that level of production. 
You don’t have electricity, but you’re not hungry. Fine. But the damage to the 
stock, after a couple years where are you? You already can’t rely on fish for 
sustenance. (KMNS Leader in Aldan) 
 
In most significant ways, rights to fishing bear resemblance to the rights for hunting. 
Both federal and Republican TTP laws grant KMNS living within a TTP the right to fish freely 
for the purposes of engaging a traditional way of life. As Articles 2, 16, 18, and 25 of the 2004 
federal law “On Fishing and Conservation of Biological Resources” state, “KMNS are 
guaranteed rights to fish for the purposes of leading a traditional way of life and using 
traditional economic forms, which can be done with or without the provision of a fishing area 
(rybolopromishlennaya uchastka)” (RF 2004). For larger than “reasonable limits”, any civic 
or private group can register a fishing area without the approval of a local or district-level body. 
They can do this through the Department of Hunting, which grants a long-term license for 
production-oriented resource use. Of the 1,994 registered fishing areas in SR(Y) in 2017, only 
97 of them (4.5%) were licensed to KMNS users (Pochemu 2017).  
According to Article 6.1 of the 2007 republican law, KMNS leading a traditional life 
have “priority use” of aquatic resources and access to fishing areas without competing with 
other claimants. This law, however, imposes a catch quota and only protects fishing done “with 
the application of traditional fishing methods”. Article 7.2.1 (SR(Y) 2007) states furthermore 
that users of aquatic resources are required to submit an annual report of their catch, an onerous 
process for people living on the land, as well as acquire short-term permits for motorboats.  
Lastly, KMNS are not permitted to sell fish caught under these provisions to supplement their 
income.  
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The waterways within a given TTP are partitioned as fishing areas among individual 
fishermen, families, and obshchinas. As with pastures and hunting grounds, these designations 
are often consistent with a region’s historic fishing patterns. The laws protecting delicate 
ecosystems are likewise in accordance with Indigenous fishing practices, in contrast to other 
Russian regions (Sirina 2009; Lavrillier 2013). As Article 3.1 of the 2007 Republican law “On 
Fishing…” states, the principles of fishing legislation are “the scientifically-based and rational 
use of aquatic bioresources with the aim of stable and optimally permissible annual catches, 
and the protection of natural productive conditions for aquatic resources” (SR(Y) 2007). 
Nonetheless, KMNS and commercial fisheries have strained these resources (Davydov 2012; 
Lavrillier et al. 2018). 
Extra-judicial obstacles threaten KMNS use of aquatic resources. During a 2017 round 
table discussion in Zhigansky District (SR(Y)), titled “Why are there so few fish?”, answers to 
this question included commercial organizations’ non-observance of conservation 
requirements, pollution and industrial development, and an overall disregard for KMNS rights 
within TTPs (Pochemu 2017). Due to the lack of adequate signage denoting a TTP and the 
opportunism afforded by the vast taiga, poaching is also a source of conflict for KMNS reliant 
on fishing. 
3.2.4 Timber and Forest Plots  
 Trees play, in my opinion, a central role. Without the forest, the taiga, 
Evens and Evenks and Yakuts, where could they rest their spirit, breathe, lead 
their traditional way of life? If there are trees, living, growing trees, then there 
are the fruits of the tree. And soil. And a protective layer of forest. In the winter 
it protects from the frost, in summer from the heat. That is most important. 
(KMNS Leader in Aldan) 
 
The predominantly larch forests of the Siberian taiga belong almost exclusively to the 
federal government as part of the “Forest Fund”. Within SR(Y), these forests are administered 
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by the Republican and subordinate district-level Forestry Inspectorates, whose responsibility 
is to oversee the legitimate transfer and use of these federal properties. Citizens who are granted 
use of a forest plot (lesnaya uchastka), have no rights to exclusion or exclusive use of non-
wood resources (RF 2006, Art. 11.8). Federal legislation grants all registered users of wood 
resources, typically state and private companies, an identical package of rights and restrictions, 
according to a KMNS leader in Aldan. The district Forestry Inspectorate oversees and enforces 
legal obligations to sustainably and safely use these resources. Importantly for KMNS, 
however, Article 38.3.1 of the Forest Codex, supported by sections 3.2 and 7.1 of a 2006 
Republican decree (SR(Y) 2006), permits the free use of forest resources for personal needs. 
Because all aspects of KMNS life within a TTP constitute a form of semi-settled land use, 
wood can be harvested for specific purposes. As one interviewee stated, 
 An Evenk does not have the right to develop a forest. There must be an 
auction. But the law says that an Evenk has the right to freely use wood to repair 
a home, build a home, and for heating. For free! But if a representative of 
KMNS wants to industrially develop a forest, then another law comes into play. 
There needs to be an auction for the resource through the Department of 
Forestry, and it all must be documented. (Sakha Leader in Aldan) 
 
 When companies or other registered forest resource users plan to harvest from the 
territory of a TTP, Article 48 of the Forest Codex requires a provision of protection for the ttps 
of KMNS, in accordance with “On Guarantees…” (RF 1999). This law, like many others, is, 
however, merely declarative; like with other extractive industries, forestry has unfettered 
access to the resources of a TTP under the banner of “state or municipal needs” (“On TTPs” 
Article 12). 
3.3 KMNS, Obshchinas, and Local Self-Governance 
 Within an established TTP in SR(Y) are two primary nodes of Indigenous political 
power: obshchinas and the municipal (nasleg) administration. Obshchinas are by definition 
68 
 
Indigenous, composed of KMNS kinship groups engaged in the traditional economy, whereas 
administrations “become” Indigenous by virtue of demographics or elections and pursuit of 
such status. Each of them respectively represents a significant assertion of KMNS legal 
competency, insofar as both obshchinas and ‘native’/’national’ administrations form from the 
bottom-up to advocate for and manage local interests. Republican and federal authorities 
recognize the right of these local bodies to control, own, manage, and use resources, and to 
create and manage social organizations and services. These bodies (though not necessarily 
their constituent members) aim primarily to serve intra-community needs rather than advance 
political interests. In this section, I will first lay out a brief evolutionary history of each of these 
structures as well as their current status within a TTP rights regime. Second, I will describe 
some of the sociolegal conflicts that arise between their intertwined jurisdictions. 
3.3.1 The Nasleg Administration 
A nasleg administration is a unitary executive and legislative organ of local self-
governance in the SR(Y), with limited but significant rights across the whole territory of a 
municipal formation. It is led by an elected head with significant input from a local council of 
deputies. Within the Russian federal structure, a rural municipal formation, such as a nasleg, 
has a right to local self-governance20. Most importantly, its rights include “administering 
municipal property; drawing up, approving, and managing the local budget; establishing local 
taxes and fees; and engaging in economic activity” (Kruzhkov 2005, 36). As many scholars 
have noted, however, local self-governance in Russia is by and large a fiction, and remains 
severely underdeveloped due to both political and budgetary issues (Lapteva 1996; Velikaia & 
Shishkin 2004; Kruzhkov 2005; Young & Wilson 2007). The dependence of local governments 
 
20 “On General Principles of Self-Governance” (RF 2003) 
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on disbursements and legitimation from higher state echelons has made them susceptible to a 
wide variety of illegal and extra-legal practices that compromise their effectiveness (Mendelev 
2007; Kryazhkov 2015b). Nonetheless, “as part of the political-legal approach to protecting 
their rights, Indigenous communities prefer local government instead of territorial autonomy” 
(Gogolev 2015a, 37).  
Article 7 of the law “On Guarantees of the Rights…” (RF 1999) empowers organs of 
local Indigenous self-governance to organize Indigenous councils, operationalize land-
management and nature-use principles, and undertake programs to ensure the “protection of 
native habitats”. These provisions, however, do not stipulate that the governing body be 
Indigenous-run, and place KMNS activities at the discretion of, rather than as an obligation of, 
local governments. As the only mechanisms available for self-governing Indigenous 
communities to meet their specific cultural and economic needs, these powers require further 
articulation in regional legislation.  
As Kryazhkov (2012, 28) notes, “local self-governance can be organized with regard 
for the national-ethnic distinctiveness of the population, including peoples of the North”. Thus, 
to accommodate the specific needs of KMNS communities in SR(Y) (those communities 
located in MKPs), naslegs have the possibility of becoming “national”. Only with the 
acquisition of the status of “national” does a nasleg administration become obligated to 
preserve KMNS rights to traditional nature-use, land, and socioeconomic development. This 
status, in many ways, prefigures a prototypical rights regime of the TTP. Because in the 
majority of cases in SR(Y), the TTP of local significance is commensurate with the boundaries 
of the nasleg, TTP status entails an increase in, and elaboration of responsibilities and tasks 
for, the “national” nasleg administration.  
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The 2005 Republican law “On the Status of National-Administrative Territorial 
Formations…” (SR(Y) 2005) lists 11 rights for a “national nasleg” administration, including: 
participation in the conduct of control over lands, subsoil resources, bodies of water, and the 
animal and plant worlds; participation through their representatives in the activities of 
republican and international non-government organizations; access to organs of legislative and 
executive power at all levels to express ethnic interests; instituting social institutions for the 
development of language and culture, traditional way of life, and traditional land-use. 
Additionally, Article 8 (SR(Y) 2005) lists the powers granted to organs of self-governance, 
some of the key ones being: the powers to create specially-protected nature territories; to 
exercise control over land use, subsoil resource use, bodies of water, animal and plant worlds, 
and to take disciplinary measures in the event of violations of the law; to establish periods and 
quotas for hunting… including norms of hunting and fishing without a license for personal 
needs; to undertake reviews and confirm projects and plans for the construction of settlement 
areas, with regard for national architectural traditions and local customs; to organize reports 
for the protection of cultural monuments. 
It is important to state that acts, norms, and regimes of control within a nasleg territory 
apply foremost to the inhabitants of the nasleg. Outsiders who enter with republican or federal 
permission are not legally required to answer to local by-laws. The administration is thus 
configured primarily as a regulator of the local population. Through its limited budget, it 
coordinates with community leaders to develop and maintain cultural, educational, and medical 
facilities and programs within the village. Its decisions and activities are based on community 
needs and input, knowledge of the local landscape, and community-driven visions of 
development. But many essential relations also transcend its boundaries. Without sufficient 
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resources to monitor and enforce land use regulations on its own, for example, the 
administration works with oversight organs in the district center, whose resources are often 
equally stretched but whose authority is essential to implementing local by-laws and republican 
laws. Placed as it is within the Russian executive-administrative hierarchy, the nasleg 
administration is both a vital channel between local interests and other political bodies and a 
divergence from traditional self-governance practices. This tension is felt most strongly in the 
relationship between the administration and obshchinas.  
3.3.2 Obshchinas 
Obshchinas (also known as “indigenous clan communities”) represent a pluralistic 
form of clan organization, since within any given municipal formation there may be dozens of 
obshchinas with usufruct and exclusionary rights over their exclusive territory. They are 
formed “on the basis of geographic proximity, similarities in traditional nature use, spiritual 
organization, customs, and kinship ties” (Bogoslovskaya & Kulesheva 2014, 3). The term 
obshchina, used predominantly under the Russian Empire to refer to peasant communes, was 
revived by a 1992 federal decree, “On the Structure of Use of Land Allotments…”, which 
described it as a “legal-organizational form of traditional land use of [KMNS] under the new 
economic conditions” (Kryazhkov 2015b, 50). Though this decree posited the urgent creation 
of specific legislation on obshchinas, the federal law “On Obshchinas” (RF 2000) was not 
ratified for eight years. In the meantime, several regions developed their own legislation, 
including the Sakha Republic’s 1992 “On the Nomadic Family Obshchina”, which stated that 
an obshchina is created for the protection and development of the way of life, culture, and 
language of KMNS and is permitted many forms of costless, termless land-use. As 
Marfusalova (2013, 85) describes them, “KMNS obshchinas were conceived from the 
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beginning not as an economic unit, but as a new type of social relationship, containing in itself 
the spiritual beginnings of resurgence”. Meanwhile at the federal level, the category “farm 
household” (krest’yanskoye khozyastvo), which included obshchinas, lost its status as a legal 
entity, leaving the legal status of obshchinas unclear from 1994 to 2000 (Zadorin et al. 2017). 
Only with the 2000 federal law and subsequent changes in the Land Codex (2001) and other 
legislation were the rights and powers of an obshchina fully qualified: the rights to undertake 
commercial activity “only to serve the purposes for which they were created”; to be given and 
use parcels of land for agricultural and traditional nature-use, with a ten-year term limit [not 
originally]; to have priority use of animal, plant, and aquatic resources; to initiate the creation 
of a TTP (Tranin 2010). 
In contrast to the nasleg administration, obshchinas were deprived of the rights 
associated with self-governance by a 2004 federal law (RF 2004), a violation of the Russian 
Constitution’s commitment to international standards of Indigenous rights (Kryazhkov 2015b). 
Today, they are, legally, socioeconomic entities, but their cultural significance has not 
diminished. Every obshchina licenses parts of their land for specific forms of nature-use, 
depending on the history, culture, and resources of the territory.  
Changes in the Land Codex in 2010 required obshchinas to re-register their territories 
at the republican level. As mentioned in section 2.3.1, this entailed insurmountable financial 
costs, meaning a significant portion of active obshchinas only have outdated documentation to 
defend their claim to ancestral territories. The lack of up-to-date documentation means that, 
while communities recognize the legitimacy of obshchinas, regulatory bodies and industrial 
actors are legally within their rights to dismiss KMNS claims to specific territories. 
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3.3.3 Overlapping Jurisdictions 
As should be becoming clear, the jurisdictional composition of a TTP is layered, 
complicated and sometimes fractious, both spatially and temporally. Obshchinas are semi-
autonomous, territorialized, nature-using communities occupying land owned by the federal 
government, but managed by a combination of local and municipal authorities according to 
republican mandates. Use of zones within TTPs must comply with the land-use regimes of 
obshchinas, which independently secure hunting and fishing licenses for varying periods of 
time from the republican government. These and other conditions make coherent, collective 
internal decision-making a challenge. Multiple interviewees attested to significant conflicts 
between administrative heads and heads of obshchinas, as well as among the heads of 
obshchinas. Examples included heads of administration undermining obshchina leadership and 
questioning their legitimacy, favoring certain obshchinas with financial disbursements, 
exploiting obshchinas financially, and misrepresenting the boundaries of obshchina territories. 
In a gesture to patrimonial politics, several interviewees said that the presence of a powerful 
unifying figure in the administration (or elsewhere), is the only force that could simplify and 
resolve recurring conflicts. 
3.4 KMNS and Government 
These two forms of spatiopolitical organization, obshchinas and municipal formation 
administrations, serve as the key institutional interfaces between Indigenous TTP residents, 
hunters, herders, etc. and other organs of state power. A Union of Obshchinas is situated in the 
capital city of Yakutsk, specialists in each ministry split their time between their home districts 
and the capital, and nasleg administrations often have offices in the municipal centers, such as 
ANN’s in the city of Aldan. The networks of financial, political, and cultural relationships 
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between these legal bodies and the people they protect and represent are dependent on a 
combination of official duties and personal connections (Pristupa et al. 2018; Tysiachniouk et 
al. 2018a). But the hierarchical structures of the state still assert themselves in an a priori 
fashion; all rights, privileges, and organized bodies exist only by the guarantees of the state, 
and can be revoked or ignored at the whim of more powerfully-situated networks (Henry et al. 
2016). This stands in sharp contrast to the legal foundations of political autonomy and judicial 
dispute enjoyed today by Canadian First Nations and Native American tribes (IWGIA 2016). 
Except for the unfulfilled assurance of Article 69 of the Russian Constitution, the Russian 
Federation does not recognize Indigenous peoples’ inherent and prevenient political rights. 
State practice assures an ongoing paternalistic dependence. 
3.4.1 Local/Muncipal Administrations 
The [Republican] Department of Land and Property Relations directs 
companies to reach out to the administrations of the naslegs. If they don’t, what 
can be done? (Aldan District Official) 
 
While the legal regime of a TTP of local significance is currently determined and 
supported at the local level, its prohibitionary-disciplinary function of nature protection is “to 
be provided by organs of executive power of the Sakha Republic (Yakutia), local self-
governance, and the subjects of traditional land and nature-use” (SR(Y) 2006, Art 16, 18). No 
one of these bodies is endowed with greater responsibility, but municipal organs carry 
significantly greater disciplinary power than local KMNS self-governance. The most 
geographically and politically immediate of these organs is the government of the district 
center. Within this body, certain key departments have special bearing on the success of a TTP: 
The Bureau of Land and Property Relations, Bureau of Agriculture, the Inspectorate of Nature 
Protection, and the Inspectorate of Forestry. The former two collect and maintain information 
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on political and economic activity across the district, while the latter two monitor and enforce 
land-use. The TTP is only one component of their territorial concerns. In particular, the primary 
power of the Bureaus regarding TTPs is to coordinate and ensure communication between TTP 
administrations and extractive industries seeking to operate in their territory, while the primary 
power of the Inspectorates is their ability to fine individuals for unlicensed fishing, hunting, 
and forest-use within TTPs. As one interviewee said, however,  
Only the municipality can enforce TTPs in a meaningful capacity, and 
the attitude is that there is nothing to enforce. The Inspectorate of Nature 
Protection can’t forbid hunting and fishing, megaprojects fall under republican 
purview, and local companies cite laws to circumvent the requirements of TTPs. 
(Aldan District Official) 
 
Still, time and resources permitting, inspectors will travel to hunting, fishing, and 
logging sites, often at the behest of a community, to survey the area and issue fines to illegal 
users. In this regard, personal connections to empowered officials are a community’s greatest 
asset in asserting legal control over day-to-day activities on a TTP. Inspectors with connections 
to the TTP community additionally have more knowledge and familiarity with the land, 
allowing them to see infractions that might otherwise go unnoticed. But KMNS representation 
in these government institutions varies substantially across SR(Y), meaning that TTP 
enforcement is often not considered a priority task for Inspectorates. Indigenous 
representatives in municipal councils, who might push to redirect resources and policies 
towards these tasks, are also rare. But TTP enforcement is not the only casualty of limited 
resources. 
The municipal bodies tasked with TTP and general environmental maintenance are 
understaffed, underfinanced, and overburdened. Across Russia, small, rural, municipal 
governments have been operating on extremely limited budgets for decades. As Kruzhkov 
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(2005, 40) notes, “budget ties are set up in such a way that most taxes and fees go to replenish 
the consolidated federal budget and are then redistributed proportionally among the center, the 
regions, and the municipalities. The main source of revenue for municipal units is local taxes, 
which are usually insufficient to cover the tasks assigned to local self-government.” This 
situation worsened in 2018 across the country thanks to a presidential decree to raise the 
salaries of government workers in certain sectors (e.g. medics, sanitation workers, cultural 
workers), which has strained municipal budgets (Belyakov 2018). This situation additionally 
contributes to an occasionally predatory relationship between Bureaus and rural civilians, 
where the Bureaus “survive only thanks to the fines they levy. Thanks to that money, which 
they take from the pockets of poor people” (KMNS Representative in Yakutsk).  
3.4.2 Republican Government 
In our Republic of Sakha, a lot is being done compared to other federal 
subjects. Questions of KMNS here are being sorted out at the proper levels. 
(Sakha Leader in Aldan) 
 
The republican government based in Yakutsk has substantially greater responsibilities 
and direct relationships with TTP naslegs and obshchinas. As Minchenko (2007, 240) notes, 
“it is up to the governmental organs of Russian federal subjects to resolve questions related to 
the realization of federal legislative norms, to apply them to the specifics of the region and 
consider the opinions of local KMNS”. The republican government bears responsibility for 
guaranteeing KMNS rights to land (SR(Y) 2011), financially and politically supporting KMNS 
communities (SR(Y) 2012), subsidizing and supporting reindeer herding (SR(Y) 1997), and 
other activities, such as licensing, mentioned previously. It fulfills these obligations through 
several key institutions. One interviewee summarized it well: 
Here in the Republic, our system is very well-developed. For the first 
leg, we have the Ministry for the Development of Institutions of Civil Society 
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(MinObshchestvo), an organ of executive power, where an independent deputy 
minister deals with Indigenous issues. That’s TTPs, Ethnological Review, 
development and protection of languages, agriculture. The second leg is the 
Commissioner on KMNS rights in Yakutia… Then the third leg, the Standing 
Committee on Questions of KMNS and Arctic Issues, in Il Tumen, the legislative 
organ. The parliamentary structure also helps. And the fourth leg is the 
Coordinating Council of the Association of KMNS, and the Association itself. 
So you see, we have an executive, a legislative, an oversight organ, and our 
society. Unfortunately, such a system does not exist in all Russian regions. 
(KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
 Indeed, such strong institutional representation of and support for KMNS makes SR(Y) 
uniquely progressive among federal subjects. Nonetheless, instability hangs heavy over these 
organs as much as it does the nebulous legislation. Executive functions have been changed and 
transferred between departments that have been renamed six times since the consolidation of 
the Russian Federation. The Republican Department of Small Peoples became the Department 
of Peoples of the RF in 1994, Department on Peoples’ Affairs (delam narodov) in 2001, was 
completely reorganized in 2011, became the State Committee on National Issues in 2014, and 
then had its KMNS-related mandates transferred to MinObshchestvo in 2015, which opted to 
share responsibilities with the Ministry of Nature Protection in 2016. In summer 2018, 
MinObshchestvo was closed and TTP-related matters were left exclusively to the Ministry of 
Nature Protection, while social development issues moved to a new Ministry of External 
Relations and Peoples’ Affairs (Obshestvennost’ 2018). Each change has entailed a massive 
data transfer as well as the cycling and loss of staff, which has likely had an impact on the state 
of Indigenous affairs in SR(Y).  
 One of the republican government’s most important functions today is its coordination 
of the process of “Ethnological Impact Review” (EE), which assesses potential damages 
incurred within TTPs by industrial activity and determines appropriate compensation to be 
paid to affected Indigenous groups by the state or corporate entity (see Section 2.3). Though 
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three other federal subjects have regional EE laws, none of them is a dedicated government-
run program expressly to protect ethnos and traditional ways of life (Sleptsov 2015). 
Furthermore, federal-level programs of cultural protection focus on objects of cultural heritage, 
rather than intangible cultural heritage or way of life. At the request of Vladimir Putin, 
however, a federal law on EE is currently under development (Spetsialisti 2019). 
The basis for the 2010 SR(Y) law, “On Ethnological Review” is found in Article 12 of  
the law “On TTPs” (RF 2000), which obligates the state to compensate KMNS for 
dispossession, and the law “On Guarantees” (1999, RF), which identifies EE in Article 1 as 
“scientific research of the impact of changes in indigenous peoples’ native habitat and socio-
cultural situation on the development of a given ethnos.” Building on these provisions, the 
2010 law places the burden of initiation on the state or corporate entity proposing to extract 
resources, though at least one interviewee identified it as the republican government’s 
responsibility to compel them to undertake the process. If an entity does not request EE prior 
to beginning operations, it faces moderate fines. Once the entity has made the request, the 
republican government puts out a call to a number of scientists, typically ethnographers, 
biologists, and geologists, who submit bids for the paid opportunity to conduct the EE. The 
SR(Y) government outsources the project in order to forestall allegations of partiality or 
corruption. 
 The law only requires scientists to engage obshchina leadership on the territories to be 
directly affected. The process excludes the administration of the nasleg, despite its access to 
important resources and information about the TTP. Neighboring obshchinas are excluded as 
well. One interviewee noted that the administration had assisted several obshchinas in 
submitting a request that EE be conducted (as the company was evasive), but “after the 
79 
 
agreement, they disappeared… The company began to conduct the EE with the obshchinas. 
And that was all” (KMNS Leader in Aldan). Both the obshchinas and administration are 
compromised as agents once they participate in the EE process since, by doing so, they are de 
jure agreeing to the resource development project in exchange for financial compensation.  
After the development plans are submitted to the scientists, local administration, and 
MinObshchestvo, and the data is collected in the communities and on the land, scientists 
submit a report on expected damage and estimated compensation to MinObshchestvo. There, 
an Ethnological Commission, comprised of twenty individuals, seven of whom in 2018 were 
KMNS21, reviews the assessment for accuracy and fairness (SR(Y) 2010, Art. 1.8). If the 
potential damage is determined to be avoidable, the Commission can addend the report with a 
request that the developer take specific additional measures. The Ministry then confers with 
the developer, which adjusts its plans and pays compensation directly to the affected 
obshchinas, which are not obligated to divulge the amount of recompense. In summary, the 
state has brokered a deal between the company and obshchinas on the basis of “scientific” 
evaluation. Theoretically, though thus far not in practice, there is an expectation that after a 
period of time (3-5 years), the scientists will return to compare estimates to the reality, and 
possibly adjust the required compensation22. There are, of course, a number of uncertainties in 
this process. 
As Sleptsov (2015, 23) points out, “when conducting… EE, one complicated problem 
is the question of criteria for evaluating the effects of industrial projects on peoples’ traditional 
 
21 There is currently no policy ensuring a certain percentage of KMNS sit on the EE Board. 
22 As of 2019, 11 EE reviews have been completed in SR(Y), the first of which were conducted in the 
Neryungri and Olekminsk Districts in 2011. No specific criteria have been determined by which to conduct 
long-term project monitoring, so since the initial EE assessment, not one of these cases has been re-assessed 
(Novikova 2017). 
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way of life.” At present no codified list of obligatory ethnological criteria exists, nor is it clear 
how they would be formalized, especially in an Indigenous setting where culture and 
environment are inextricable. One interviewee suggested that “Ethnological and ecological 
reviews are connected to one another by their principles. They should conduct these reviews 
together. Ecological and ethnological should be viewed as a complex” (KMNS Leader in 
Yakutsk). EE as currently practiced has both a geographically and ecologically limited scope 
that makes it difficult to take into account non-local environmental impacts on water and air 
quality or animal migrations, not to mention the emotional, spiritual, and social damage caused 
by the inability to go on the land or out-migration. There is no objective price that can be placed 
on a culture, community well-being, or, for that matter, the environment and resources on 
which it is dependent. Finally, a crucial missing component of EE is an initial survey of the 
target region (e.g. extant wild and domestic animal resources, number of fishermen, extraction 
projects), which would assist in distinguishing between causal and correlative damage during 
monitoring (Sleptsov 2015). 
As one interviewee chastised me, it is not accurate to describe EE as the only concrete, 
enforceable protection of a TTP.  
The main objective of a TTP is the protection of the traditional place of 
habitation and way of life. On a TTP, people can peacefully and freely lead 
traditional lives. To say that a TTP is created only in order to get material 
compensation from EE is incorrect. It’s another matter to say that, yes in fact 
a TTP is created only on the sites of traditional Indigenous habitation. And we 
only conduct EE on the sites of traditional habitation. Therefore, it’s all 
interconnected. (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk).  
 
Those representing KMNS interests in the republican government see EE as part of a 
suite of tools that both includes TTPs and operate primarily within the bounds of a TTP.  
81 
 
As a body with legislative and delegative powers, the republican government has 
adopted a strategy for KMNS rights that simultaneously expands its own sovereignty over its 
territory while insulating lower tiers of governance (districts and naslegs) from republican 
overreach. The former is accomplished by EE, which acts as a weak substitute form of control 
for the annulled “Two-Key Principle”, which until 2004 gave the SR(Y) veto power over 
industrial development in its territory (Adachi 2009). The latter is accomplished by creating 
only local and district-level TTPs, rather than republican-level, which would be subject to more 
regional and even federal influences (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk). The Republic recognizes 
that the well-being of its cultural landscape, and thereby the support of its population, is its 
greatest asset when interacting with the federal center. Subsequently, insofar as the Republic’s 
relationship to KMNS retains a paternalistic character, the symbiotic use-value of the 
relationship ensures both tiers of government work closely and respectfully. 
Aside from state subsidies and EE, the Republican government’s relationship with local 
KMNS communities is not as tangible or direct as that with the municipal government. The 
supportive political and legal environment created by SR(Y) facilitates more advantageous 
interactions between KMNS and other authorities and land-users, rather than intervening 
directly in local issues. Recently, an Assembly of Deputy-Representatives of KMNS was 
formed at the Republic level to advise the parliament, Il Tumen, on KMNS issues (Elena 
2018c). The Assembly is composed of KMNS serving as municipal or Republican Peoples’ 
Deputies, bridging the gap between the capital and districts. As in the past (Maj 2012; Balzer 
2014), it appears that the mutual interests between the Sakha political majority and KMNS 
promise a stable ongoing relationship. 
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3.4.3 Federal Government 
The deputies of the federal legislature are representatives of the 
regions. Very powerful people, and many of them have never left Moscow. They 
think mainly in economic terms. And most likely, none of them have ever seen 
a Khanty, a Mansi, an Evenk with their own eyes, they have no conception. 
(KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
As with the republican government, the federal government is home to multiple, 
shifting institutions tasked with regulating various aspects of KMNS life. The Federal 
Committee of the North was liquidated in 2000, its powers transferred to the Committee of the 
Federal Council on Affairs of the North and Small-Numbered People, which was also 
dissolved in 2011 (Kryazhkov 2012). Active today are the Federal Agency on the Affairs of 
Nationalities (executive) and the Committee for Regional Politics and Problems of the North 
and Far East in the Federal Duma (legislative). As Semenova says, “this incessant 
transformation of the state bodies dealing with national and northern issues serves as clear 
evidence of the great state interests in and demands for the resources in the North and the 
unsettled division of responsibilities between the governmental organs and power structures” 
(2007, 10). These organs have since 2001 done little to improve or advance KMNS legislation, 
and have often worked towards weakening it, resulting in what Kryazhkov (2012) calls a period 
of “legal stagnation”. Federal subsidies for reindeer herding and socioeconomic development 
have been eliminated while guarantees to self-governance and heritable land, among others, 
were lost with the 2004 repeal of the federal law, “On the Basics of State Regulation of Social 
and Economic Development of the North of the RF” (Kryazhkov 2013). Because all regional 
KMNS legislation derives from the provisions of federal legislation, flux and instability at the 
federal level create significant vulnerability in all regional systems. 
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Since the passage of a law in 2014 that revoked OOPT status for TTPs, the territories 
are now only “specially-protected territories” (OOTs), a category undefined in federal 
legislation. As one interviewee said, 
What is a special regime of land-use? No one can really say. What’s 
“special”? When they were nature territories, it made sense, there was 
legislation for “specially-protected nature territories”, procedures, how 
decisions are to be made about removing land or industrial use or agricultural 
use. It was all written down. (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
Furthermore, since the creation of the 2001 law “On TTPs”, not a single TTP of federal 
significance has been established (Shishatsky et al. 2012; Kondrashev et al. 2018). As Tranin 
(2010, 50) notes, “In response to all requests for the creation of a TTP of federal significance, 
the government of the RF answered with a refusal. All complaints brought through court cases 
about the creation of a federal TTP were decided in favor of the [federal] government.” On a 
legalistic level, this is a result of the artificial lack of normative federal by-laws detailing how 
such a process would be completed. In the course of federal court cases in the early 2000’s, 
the government’s defense rested on “a series of contradictions and absence of a legally-
established procedure to create such territories”, which Novikova and Yakel (2006, 5) identify 
as an “admission of ineffectiveness”. Politically, however, it is apparent that the government 
simply has no interest in undertaking such a task. Governmental logic sees a TTP’s creation as 
“a violation of the rights of other land users, particularly subsoil users” (Novikova & Yakel 
2006, 3) and an “additional administrative burden [that] lowers investment attractiveness in 
the region” (Kondrashev et al. 2018, 1574). Thus, instead of cooperation and development on 
the part of the federal government, KMNS are met with an erosion of their rights. 
Aside from its constitutional guarantees, the federal government’s relationship with 
KMNS primarily takes place in the legislative branch (Kryazhkov 2012), where it is difficult 
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to understate the confusing barrage of KMNS-relevant legal projects undertaken by the federal 
assembly. Potential changes in key laws, as well as new bills (zakonoproekty) that introduce 
changes into existing laws, arise with the vigor and regularity of the summer blackflies of the 
taiga. Redactions, additions, and proposals for new federal laws are generated within the 
federal and regional parliaments, then circulate on the federal level often for years before being 
formally voted on, creating anxious uncertainty among potentially-affected groups (Shulgin 
2004; Naprasnikov et al. 2005; Adachi 2009). Other, more politically expedient legal projects, 
some of which threaten to erode KMNS rights (such as the FEH) reach a vote within a year of 
their conception (Fondahl et al. 2019). Examining a longstanding piece of federal legislation, 
one inevitably encounters provisions and entire articles that have been annulled, and omissions 
that open up loopholes or create contradictions in other laws. This system discourages citizens 
from regular reliance on law, especially in disputes with state authorities, as a source of justice 
(Jordan 2000; Hendley 2009; Satre & Granberg 2017). 
As the quote at the beginning of this section indicates, legal decisions made in Moscow 
are not only geographically, but psychologically and culturally untethered from the needs of 
the Siberian periphery. Local Indigenous issues most often make their way to federal bodies 
through regional deputies and especially RAIPON (Semenova 2007). Despite many RAIPON 
successes developing KMNS legal rights at the federal level, national political forces (e.g. 
Putin’s political party, United Russia) have asserted greater control over the federal-level 
organization since its yearlong suspension in 2013 and the controversial election of Gregory 
Ledkov as RAIPON president at the end of the same year (Balzer 2016). This development is 
indicative of a widening gap between regional representation and federal decision-makers.  
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The government of SR(Y) has long stood its ground against federal overstep (Kempton 
1998; Bahry 2005; Peers 2009), but the Republic today is split between increasingly divergent 
expectations of law between federal and local actors. Unless accountability is established 
between local KMNS and federal legislators, the protections and assistance enjoyed on SR(Y) 
TTPs may not withstand the further erosion of federal guarantees. 
As many interviewees emphasized, little change can happen in Russia from the bottom-
up. It is therefore incumbent on the federal government to set standards and respect the word 
and spirit of its own normative acts in order that federal subjects might do the same. Yakovleva 
(2011, 717) concisely summarizes recommendations made by scholars, experts, and activists 
to resolve issues regarding KMNS rights at all these levels of governance: 
“Various levels of governance in Russia, including federal, regional and 
local authorities as well as industry and civil society, need to collaborate on 
improving engagement with Indigenous peoples. Firstly, there are expectations 
that the State Duma will update the federal legislation on Indigenous peoples as 
it has been planning for the last few years. The focus should not be on reforming 
the legislation alone, but on strengthening the regulatory enforcement of impact 
assessments (e.g. etnologicheskaya ekspertiza), operationalizing the FPIC 
[Free, Prior, and Informed Consent] principle, providing legal support to 
indigenous peoples, and broadening the merit of indigenous peoples’ 
participation in planning.” 
 
3.5 KMNS Relationship with Industry 
 “It is my opinion that the reindeer herder and the subsoil resource user 
should be treated identically under the law, the first as the original inhabitant of 
the land, and the second as the executor of a government order on that land. If 
their rights and responsibilities to one another are clearly defined in law, then 
there shouldn’t be any legal collisions. Today, regardless of the increasing 
volume of production for subsoil users, the well-being of Indigenous peoples 
and local communities is not improving, and the environment is degrading. 
Sadly, a social dialogue between them has still not been established. Financial 
contributions to the development of their territories change on a case by case 
basis and depend on the “good will” of the companies. Our task is to humanize 
our laws, so that they truly protect and work towards the well-being of people.” 
(Elena Golomareva, at the Parliamentary Association of the Far East and 
Zabaikal, 2018, in Malen’kiye 2018) 
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 The relationship between KMNS and the diverse private and public enterprises that 
operate on their traditional territories has been the subject of a vast body of scholarly work 
(e.g. Fondahl & Sirina 2006; Balzer 2006, 2016; Wilson-Rowe 2010; Yakovleva 2011; 
Novikova 2014a, b, 2016; Shadrin 2014; Tysiachniouk et al. 2018a, b). These studies have 
found that KMNS are far from unanimous in their denunciation of subsoil resource 
development, and that,  
“Indigenous society is socially diverse. Only part of that society wants 
to preserve the land for its traditional economy and wants to develop its culture. 
But it is this group that is associated in the public’s mind with the hope of 
preserving the unique northern environment and culture. The fiercest conflicts 
with companies have occurred with those indigenous people who are actually 
engaged in traditional nature use” (Novikova 2016, 103).  
 
The field of legal relations between KMNS and industry is indeed extremely pluralistic, 
manifesting in heterodox configurations across the country and within regions (Novikova 
2011, 2016; Stammler & Ivanova 2016a, b). It is a variegated landscape of local bi- and tri-
lateral partnerships, Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) agreements, internationally-
brokered deals, tense conflicts, and outright dispossession, or what Stammler and Ivanova 
(2016b) concisely describe as “confrontation, co-existence, and co-ignor[ing]”. Such diverse 
configurations do not fall neatly into categories such as legal/illegal, public/private, 
voluntary/compulsory.  
As of today, resource development remains the undisputed land-use priority in the 
Russian Federation (Sirina 2010; Kretzschmar et al. 2013; Sidortsov et al. 2016), and has 
conditioned political and legislative trends in favor of corporate rights (Adachi 2009). Both 
experts and average KMNS anticipate an intensification of industrial development far into the 
future (Koptseva 2017). Nonetheless, through numerous spatiolegal and legislative techniques, 
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KMNS continue to ensure that companies do not bypass consultation, negotiation, and 
compensation. Below I will detail both formal and informal aspects of these processes and 
relationships in the SR(Y). First, however, it is important to distinguish types of resource users. 
 Russia is home to some of the largest fossil fuel companies in the world. Gazprom, 
Rosneft, Lukoil, and others are the backbone of the Russian economy and deeply integrated 
into the state. Other large interests, national mining companies such as Polyus and Alrosa, 
shadowy forestry companies from China and Japan (Wyatt 2014, Nezakonniye 2017; Eksperty 
2018), and banks, operate similarly under state auspices. Due to their scale and their integration 
in global markets, these corporations by and large comply with national, and sometimes 
international, standards regarding the rights of Indigenous peoples. In contrast, the thousands 
of small-scale private companies registered across the country often take advantage of Russia’s 
vastness to skirt regulations, evade taxes, and turn quick profits. Both types of resource users, 
while identically obligated by law to recognize KMNS rights, have different relationships to 
the communities on whose territories they operate. “There are those companies that operate 
in accordance with the law, and those that simply remain silent” (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk). 
3.5.1 Formal Aspects of KMNS-Corporate Relations 
We create TTPs not in order to gain anything, but to protect our 
territory, so that they [companies] would consider us and understand that we 
herd reindeer here, so that they cannot say “Get out of here!” and take our 
territory. (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk).  
 
Within Russia, no laws require FPIC from local communities for development projects 
(Yakovleva 2014). Large national extractive companies conduct land surveys across Russia 
largely without the knowledge of or consultation with local communities (Stammler & Ivanova 
2016b). When they have determined to develop a found deposit, they apply to the Federal 
Ministry of Industry and Trade (Minpromtorg) and are typically granted a license to begin 
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developing on land leased from the Forest Fund. Since the 2004 termination of the “Two-Key 
Principle”, the federal license acts as a trump card over most regional decision-making. Having 
acquired a license, the company presents a formalistic agreement to the regional government, 
which is obligated to sign. The government of SR(Y), in our case, subsequently directs 
company representatives to the district administration’s Department of Land and Property 
Relations, which compiles necessary documentation, registers the company as a land user, and, 
if the deposit is located on a TTP, directs the company to consult the local administration and 
obshchinas about EE. In this way do national-scale extraction companies initiate their legal 
relationship with local KMNS communities. 
 As Kryazhkov (2015a) notes, the contentious field of law concerned with this 
relationship is riddled with flaws, contradictions, and a lack of universal language. The 1995 
federal law “On Production-Sharing Agreements” states that auctions for land on traditional 
KMNS territories must include compensation for a violation of the Indigenous land use regime. 
Neither the federal law “On Subsoil Resources” (1995), nor the Land Codex (2001) contain 
such a provision, rendering the 1995 law ineffectual. The 1998 SR(Y) law “On Subsoil 
Resources” identifies KMNS rights as an object of state protection (Art. 3.1.p), but does not 
elaborate. Under the 2005 SR(Y) law, “On the Status of National-Administrative Territorial 
Formations…”, residents of municipal formations with the status of “national” (i.e. “ethnic”) 
can exercise “community control” (obshchestvenniy kontrol’) over industrial activities on the 
land, but as shown, this vague and undefined power lacks serious influence over government 
logics. Overall, procedural norms in these laws, as well as the federal and Republican laws 
“On TTPs”, “have insufficient regulatory potential, as they are not concrete enough to have 
sufficient authority, do not receive legislative development, and domestic legislators and 
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companies may not be receptive to the international and law norms that define the standards 
of relations between Indigenous peoples and industrial entities” (Kryazhkov 2015a, 77). Still, 
the law “On Ethnological Review” (SR(Y) 2010) is plain and direct in compelling a company 
operating within the SR(Y) to consult with the obshchinas that will be affected by its project 
and to provide scientifically-substantiated compensation. But some companies contest even 
this (Zolotodobyshiki 2018). 
In a recent development, the ratification of the Republican law “On Responsible 
Subsoil Resource Use” (SR(Y) 2018) establishes a more comprehensive regional framework 
for mutually beneficial arrangements between subsoil users and KMNS. It states that “forms 
of cooperation between subsoil users and KMNS include discussion, consultation, agreements, 
mutual participation in company meetings and meetings of KMNS communities” (Art. 9) and 
obligates companies to “conclude agreements on cooperation in the area of socioeconomic 
development” (Art. 6.6). Many of the provisions contained, however, perpetuate paternalistic 
policies towards KMNS, and the discourse of “good will” (dobrovol’ye), which undermines 
the legislation’s authority. Though this law also reinforces companies’ obligation to conduct 
EE, it does not change the fact that “indigenous and local people’s rights to be consulted start 
after the decision to extract and the issuing of the [federal] license” (Stammler & Ivanova 
2016b, 63, italics added). On the federal level, “no systematic priority to the interests of 
Indigenous minorities is given by the current regulations concerning environmental 
assessment, land, traditional economic activities and consultation” (Yakovleva 2014, 168). As 
Kryazhkov (2015a, 77) points out, “there are almost no norms that set limits for industrial 
participants in places of traditional residence and economic activity of Indigenous peoples.” 
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3.5.2 Informal Aspects of KMNS-Corporate Relationship 
From the outset, KMNS communities encounter obstacles in establishing contact with 
companies, which are not required to have accessible offices or representatives near 
development sites (SR(Y) 2018). Whether they take the initiative to write letters or show up at 
headquarters, or they request information on proposed public hearings (obshestvenniye 
slushaniya), KMNS and their representatives frequently receive rejections or simply no answer 
(Balzer 2006; Tranin 2010; Novikova 2016). In addition, many interviewees attested to bad 
behavior by employees of locally operating companies, from verbal provocations of locals to 
feeding bears to poaching. One interviewee describes the frustration and stagnation of this 
strained relationship: 
They mine gold here, but we can’t get in touch with them. We can’t. I 
don’t know, maybe it also depends on us. No one forbids us from going to them, 
writing letters. No, we sit by ourselves, getting angry at them, complaining 
while they’re doing what they’re doing. They’re polluting our rivers- that’s why 
we get angry. But we need to find some kind of common language. We have to 
negotiate, develop our position, charters, laws, work together… Yes, they can 
ignore us, but we also don’t want to go begging to them, “Please help us!” We 
have our dignity. We can do that if we see something, if they kill a reindeer for 
example, with a car or they shoot them… (KMNS Leader in Aldan District) 
 
Through the formal negotiations of EE as well as informal negotiations, the relationship 
between KMNS and industry can develop through four channels of activity: Consultation, 
Compensation, Partnership, and “Co-ignoring” (Stammler & Ivanova 2016b; Tysiachniouk et 
al. 2018b). Even with legal frameworks, it remains a substantially voluntary decision as to 
which of these strategies a company will choose to adopt. But KMNS also make strategic 
decisions about how and through what channels to establish relations with companies. EE, for 
example, is a bounded process that essentially concludes at the disbursement of compensation, 
which legitimizes subsequent company disregard of the local population. In some cases, 
communities choose bilateral agreements with the companies as they can be more 
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advantageous than the state-brokered EE (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk). Still, large, national 
conglomerates based in Moscow have varying policies on how and to what extent they should 
engage communities and satisfy the requirements of law (Pierk & Tysiachniouk 2016). These 
policies become somewhat more flexible in regional or local headquarters, depending on the 
personal proclivities of project heads: “Relations between subsoil users and the communities 
are mostly of informal character and are based, as a rule, on personal relationships” (Luzan 
2014, 1331). 
Novikova (2014b) points out that in the 1990’s, legal-territorial agreements forged 
between extractive companies and Indigenous groups carried greater weight than state-
centered rights. Companies operating in SR(Y), such as Gazprom, Transneft, and Aldanzoloto 
also create their own spatiolegal regimes on TTPs that include establishing checkpoints, 
limiting access, imposing prohibitions on spaces and equipment, creating programs and 
building infrastructure through CSR initiatives, and influencing regional policy (Kulikova 
2015a; Savvinova et al. 2015; Shironovskaya 2017). As one interviewee stated, “The oil 
company is another government” (Aldan District Official). This is not an exaggeration. 
Negotiating with some of the most well-resourced entities in the RF, which furthermore have 
the precedential political advantage in land-use debates, KMNS struggle to implement their 
hard-won rights. As one interviewee said, 
In any case, the priority is subsoil use. Natural resources, and 
specifically mining and drilling. It goes like this: When an oil company can’t 
obtain rights to pre-allotted land, for example KMNS land, then the mechanism 
of removal, “statutory removal” (prinuditel’novo izyatiya), for government or 
municipal needs is activated. There is such a mechanism and in practice, it 
typically goes that way. When there is a deposit within a TTP, in the event of 
resistance or non-consent from KMNS, then the company immediately 
threatens. (Sakha Leader in Yakutsk) 
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Under such circumstances, many obshchinas and KMNS communities work to 
establish long-term contractual partnerships with subsoil resource users on TTPs, both with 
and without government participation. Examples of contemporary benefit sharing 
arrangements and CSR include a wide variety of practices, typologized by Tysiachniouk et al. 
(2018a) as: Paternalistic, Company-Centered, and Partnership Modes of CSR, and Mandated, 
Negotiated, Semi-Formal, and Trickle-Down Benefits. Arrangements vary substantially by 
region, and can involve compromises on the location of extraction sites, precautionary 
measures for ecological protection, direct investment in local communities, and the creation of 
educational, cultural, sport, and job training programs (Stammler & Ivanova 2016; Pierk & 
Tysiachniouk 2016; Tysiachniouk et al. 2018b).  
This practice hearkens back to, and contrasts with, Imperial-era arrangements 
surrounding the collection of fur tribute (yasak), by which Cossacks and merchants took 
advantage of Indigenous hunters and trappers through credit schemes and rare goods, such as 
alcohol and sugar. In this case, companies offer compensation, industry-branded programming 
and infrastrcture, and low-wage jobs to obtain informal social license for the privilege of using 
and destroying Indigenous land. Like the Cossacks before them, these companies are state-
affiliated, but answer to no one if they abuse their power. The line between public and private 
remains as blurry today as it was then, thanks to largely unregulated political and financial 
capital flows between companies, communities, and government. Unlike their predecessors, 
companies are not buying off KMNS communities exclusively for material gain, but due to 
international standards of business for the maintenance of a good corporate image and 
untainted business ties (Tysiachniouk et al. 2018a). They also bear the legacy of Soviet 
paternalism, under which “companies were a part of state structures and provided the whole 
93 
 
infrastructure in remote towns” (Nysten-Haarala 2015); across Russia, corporate sponsorship 
and investment in communities is a common practice: 
 Well yes, the companies help, they give us building materials, 
equipment, to help the reindeer herders get around. Sometimes they lend us a 
helicopter to reach far-off herds. (KMNS Leader in Aldan) 
 
 We came to an agreement when we met and they asked me if I had any 
problems. I told them, I have a problem since your road passes by here and 
your cars kill my reindeer… And they all say, it wasn’t us! No one knows 
anything. I told them that they should give me money, help me out, so that I 
could build another road… Last year they gave me 800,000 rubles. (KMNS 
Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
 The companies bought a new bus for the school here. And they equipped 
schools in the distant villages [Kutana & Ugoyan] with computers, so they can 
take the state exams at the school. They have it all online. That equipment is 
expensive, millions of rubles. They did that a year ago, and it’s already a huge 
plus. That’s something. Of course, it’s a sin to say that we have nothing. But 
more would be nice. The whole district should develop. (KMNS Community 
Member in Khatystyr) 
 
 Though most of these forms of cooperation are informal and require constant effort on 
the part of KMNS, they are a direct outcome of the existence of the TTP status and law. A TTP 
territory is entirely permeable to corporate interests, but once a company enters into physical 
proximity with communities and the environment, the rights put forth in the TTP law and other 
laws serve as symbolic capital in facilitating dialogue. The relationship that emerges within 
the territory is, for better or worse, a product of the decisions of individual leaders and 
representatives and their ability to wield diverse legal norms and discourses. Drawing 
selectively on sources of national and international law and company policy, those working on 
the land and those belonging to the land may carve out an open-ended spatiolegal arrangement 
involving the exchange of services and a reglementary protocol for appropriate nature-use. 
Such arrangements can be renegotiated at any time depending on the needs of either party or a 
specific event requiring immediate action (such as an oil spill, the death of a reindeer, or a 
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holiday). So long as a company maintains an open channel of communication with the local 
community, there remains a possibility for the community to assert its interests and have its 
needs met. 
 The formal legal tools and mechanisms available to KMNS to influence the decisions 
of industrial actors within a TTP are sorely in need of an update. Informal arrangements do not 
appear to be a stopgap measure while improved legislation is developed, but a deliberate 
consequence of legislative stagnation. Russia’s current resource-based economy faces 
geopolitical and competitive hurdles in the global market (Lukin & Yakunin 2018), so any 
legal instrument that inhibits the country’s extractive sector is quickly shut down in the Federal 
Assembly. One notable exception is the Putin-backed federal legal project on nationwide EE 
(V Gosdumye 2018), but even this proposed enhancement to protection of ethnocultural 
heritage raises the skepticism of some regional KMNS representatives. Such a law could 
deprive regional authorities of the power of enforcement of EE, diminish KMNS interests 
against those of different national minorities, or meet the same fate as federal TTPs, never to 
be implemented. The few controls exercised by the government of the SR(Y) over industrial 
actors thus face many potential hazards moving into the future. KMNS communities will likely 
continue to rely on their own negotiating prowess to ensure companies mitigate the ecological, 
economic, and cultural damage of their activities within a TTP. 
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4.0 TTPs, Legal Cultures, and Legal Consciousness 
 The past two chapters have provided evidence of an obstructionist state-administrative 
apparatus, a tangled web of legislation, and a yet-embryonic sense of constitutionalism 
inherent to the legal landscape of Indigenous territories in SR(Y). Until 2015, KMNS 
communities faced enormous obstacles in securing all the necessary documentation and 
finances to establish a TTP. Today, though this process is simplified in SR(Y), TTPs are still 
subject to governmental and corporate abuse in the form of land-use fees, complex licensing 
procedures, and disregard for environmental standards and protections. But a TTP framework, 
however flawed, exists in law, as well as the regional bylaws that clarify procedures and 
responsibilities in enforcing a TTP.  
In a country with a history of liberal democracy, one might be able to rely on the state 
to guarantee the application of laws and rights to the socially-unstable circumstances for which 
they were prescribed, but Russia does not have such a history. Throughout its many legal-
political eras, “the [Russian] tradition of unseparated powers has been sustained against 
challenges from liberal reformers” (Borisova & Burbank 2018, 507). Stoecker (2003, 129) and 
many other scholars insist that “for Russia to evolve into a democratic state that respects and 
upholds civil liberties, Russian citizens must develop and sustain legal consciousness 
(pravosoznaniye).” This concept of legal consciousness has been used by scholars to “address 
issues of legal hegemony, particularly how the law sustains its institutional power despite a 
persistent gap between the law on the books and the law in action” (Silbey 2005, 323). But as 
Russian legal scholar Elena Strugova (2016, 41) points out, “representation of legal 
consciousness is constantly expanding, and to this day there is no unified opinion on its 
essence, qualities, or structure.” Indeed, the concept is laden with many normative assumptions 
about authority, knowledge, and citizenship. This chapter explores legal consciousness as a set 
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of beliefs, expectations, and understandings of law that is imposed upon, inherent to, and taken 
up by KMNS seeking to assert control over their ancestral lands. I will ultimately argue that 
the TTP, while entrenched in the state-centered legal system, serves to preserve and prioritize 
Indigenous knowledge, advancing the development of a hybrid legal consciousness through, 
rather than against, Russia’s informal legal culture. 
This chapter will examine the legislation and implementation of TTPs and KMNS 
rights as palimpsests of multiple legal cultures and legacies. In particular, it will address the 
question, how does the development of TTPs figure into the Russian legal-cultural patterns of 
legal nihilism, personalized politics, paternalism, and liberal recognition discourses? It will 
conclude with a discussion of specific state-driven initiatives in the SR(Y) to actualize legal 
consciousness for KMNS communities on TTPs. Ultimately, I will argue that the TTP legal 
matrix, including its lands, laws, and assorted actors, is a site of transition, experimentation, 
and hybridity, reflective of multiple unstable global and national trends. 
4.1 How TTPs address legal nihilism 
 A paradox dominates contemporary Russian attitudes towards power. On the one hand, 
people have historically followed dictates from above and relied on paternalistic state agencies 
not just to provide basic necessities, but to determine basic patterns of political life (Levada 
1996). On the other hand, the mechanisms by which the state actualizes its paternalistic role 
(law, bureaucracy, enforcement agents) are subject to scrutiny, distrust, and subversion by 
Russian citizens (Shevchenko 2016). Attitudes towards sovereign power are remarkably 
isolated from attitudes towards the rest of the government apparatus (Borisova & Burbank 
2018). While the president (or general secretary or emperor) functions as a unifying, 
mobilizing force, the regionalized and hierarchical networks of legal and political institutions 
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serve to divide society through underlying personalized politics and the economy of favors. 
Emerging from this paradox is what many scholars have termed “legal nihilism” (Strugova 
2014; Baklanov et al. 2015; Gulyaikhin 2012), which can be defined as the attitude that 
pervasive abuse of law at all levels renders law meaningless (Hendley 2011). In the words of 
Velikaia and Shishkin, “Patience and forbearance are a feature of the Russian mindset, one that 
politicians and officials have traditionally exploited to cover up their actions, citing the well-
known maxim “the people keep silent”” (2004, 9). Though there are many instances in which 
Russian citizens turn to law to resolve disputes (Hendley 2015), the predominant belief is that 
power, not law, determines political, economic, and social outcomes. 
 Many interviewees expressed legally-nihilistic views regarding their own rights: 
We have stability. Then someone finds something on our land and they 
kick us out of there. They throw us some kopeks and that’s all, see you later. 
And those territories were formerly secured under the organization, the farm. 
Then it just hangs in the air, correspondence with the government, with all those 
folks, from office to office… They don’t agree immediately, don’t sign anything 
just like that. They send you from ministry to ministry and you get exhausted, 
forget it all… but it’s just business as usual in Russia! (KMNS Leader in Aldan) 
 
 Our representatives are just servants. It’s the decision of oligarchs more 
likely- the people don’t decide these questions. They’ve created these laws, but 
the laws don’t actually make it around to us, they don’t do anything by 
themselves. And the laws change all the time. There’s not even time to keep up 
with it. Life’s too short. (KMNS Community Member in Aldan) 
 
 The absence of law and excessive presence of bureaucracy in these quotes show how 
legal nihilism not only develops but is sustained through interactions with the state and 
companies. But while TTPs often succumb to legally nihilistic forces, they also have the 
potential to combat them. The enormous amount of attention and effort being put into TTP 
development in SR(Y) speaks in part to a prevailing hope that Russia is on track to becoming 
a rule-of-law society. Many interviewees spoke about TTPs from an aspirational perspective, 
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articulating an ideal scenario wherein KMNS voices are empowered in legal deliberations over 
land-use: 
 Ideally, the TTP is recognized for its singular purpose of protecting and 
developing traditional ways of life of KMNS on those specific territories, with 
a special [legal] regime, where reindeer herders have a say in government 
decisions. (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
 We must uphold the laws. Because for these past 20 or so years, we have 
been taking account of Russian legislation [because] we need our natural 
environment, our ttps. But of course, they’ve been circumscribed by norms… 
We understand that everything should be secured under law, in order that a 
company, not out of goodwill but out of obligation, should compensate me for 
damages. (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
 KMNS should become the subject of policies. They themselves should 
make decisions, resolve questions, give or revoke permissions to industry to 
operate on their territories. We are still far from realizing that. (KMNS Leader 
in Yakutsk) 
 
 The mass creation of TTPs, exemplified in Chapter 2 by ANN, is not only a Republican 
strategy for protecting territorial interests but part of a positive sociolegal imaginary of the 
future held by KMNS leaders and intelligentsia. In the process of TTP creation is a hope, if not 
a belief, that a durable and equitable land-use regime is possible, that the cultural majority will 
adapt to the reasonable, humanitarian, and ecological demands of KMNS. The project to 
establish a formal legal foundation for KMNS rights in the 1990’s has been partly thwarted by 
retrenched vertical power, changing “contemporary law… from a source of hope for truth and 
justice into a tool for serving commercial interests and the needs of the economic elite and 
financial and industrial oligarchies” (Novikova 2008, 25). But TTPs bridge this liminal legal 
space between liberal imaginary and illiberal reality. They serve the imaginary by building 
lines of communication between communities and other actors on the land, allowing for the 
development of common values, collaborations, and mutual understanding. They also sustain 
the state-centric reality by emphasizing negotiation and compensation rather than sovereignty 
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or ownership. Both of these functions are mutually-enabling. Formal qualities of a TTP 
communicate the aspiration to rule-of-law while informal qualities ensure the daily survival 
and integration of KMNS interests in the prevailing Russian legal consciousness. One 
interviewee acknowledged the subtle play between these two aspects of TTPs: 
 It is hardly a simple mechanism for negotiations. It is how we can live 
together on this territory. What are the rules of the game, who owes who what. 
Because somehow, the territory needs to develop sustainably, and in order to 
do this, all interests need to be taken into account. So that it isn’t, as we say, a 
one-sided game. (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
 His words echo Andreeva & Trukhina (4): “First, legality can be about truth and can 
correspond to the “spirit” of the law, its essence. Secondly, legality can be simply formal, 
relating to the observance of norms, if they have been sanctioned by the government.” The 
spirit of the TTP is the insurance of ongoing relationships on specific landscapes. Its formal 
mechanisms, however, are based on minimal requirements, unilateral actions, and one-off 
compensation.  
When successfully mobilized in conflicts, TTPs provide an experience of law that 
increases communities’ sense of their own authority as well as trust in institutions. Through 
the survey and mapping process, secured in federal and regional registries, TTPs both literally 
and figuratively serve to ameliorate what Egorov (2014, 99) calls “the absence of clear 
boundaries in the sphere of legal ideology and legal consciousness.” In these extensive 
hinterlands, TTPs provide a common language, a clear set of facts and procedures that 
contradict outsider perceptions of steward-less and available land. In particular, the group 
rights-based language of legislation concerning TTPs empowers local actors, supplies them 
with a degree of legally-fortified authority by which means they can hold outsiders accountable 
for their actions. As one interviewee explained it, 
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 Even an uneducated person, who has had no form of education, could 
nonetheless assert the defense of his/her rights through those very organs of the 
state prosecutor and oversight bodies, environmental services, police 
departments. That has an impact. We need to create regulations for how to act 
in such situations, and ensure that the response is transparent. (Sakha Leader 
in Yakutsk) 
 
 By creating this network of relevant agencies, local authorities, community members, 
and corporations, a TTP serves to reinforce the mutual obligations that underlie all forms of 
legal practice. It binds these actors in a multiscalar legal matrix that through continued 
interaction and implementation of specific laws becomes increasingly normalized. The regime 
of a TTP, whose considerations span issues of particular and common concern (environmental, 
economic, cultural, political), funnel all actors away from a legal nihilistic perspective and 
towards one that accepts law as indispensable to conflict resolution. But this process is gradual 
and riddled with challenges that perpetuate legal nihilism, not the least of which are the 
persistent weakness of formal state agencies and the dominance of paternalism and informal 
power networks. As one interviewee said, We still have a constitutional monarchy in reality. 
Our consciousness is such. When our consciousness changes, probably then our laws will work 
(KMNS Leader in Aldan). 
4.2 TTPs and Paternalism 
“Here in Russia, things are still traditional, there is inertia. It’s still the Soviet 
period, paternalism in all spheres of nature-use. It’s like a cycle of inertia, 
though community engagement is on the rise” (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
Many scholars conclude that Indigenous rights in Russia are characterized not by 
notions of sovereignty or “Free, Prior, and Informed Consent”, but by a paternalistic attitude 
of protection and preservation (Mendelev 2007; Donahoe et al. 2008; Gladun & Chebotarev 
2015; Koptseva 2017). As Sorokina has noted in her work, rigid state mandates on what 
qualifies as “traditional”, the attachment of rights to ruralities, subsidy-dependence, and a lack 
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of economic development have placed Evenks, “in a greenhouse, in temperate conditions, on 
the one hand protecting them from economic and social disadvantages, and on the other, 
limiting them in mobility and activities” (Sorokina 2010, 86). This trend dates back to the 
Soviet era, when the state built upon longstanding imperial modes of paternalism, but with the 
modern governmental technologies of Indigenous residential schools, nationalities policies, 
and aggressive state atheism. 
Evenk culture, rather than being freely expressed and built upon, was cultivated and 
controlled in a manner suitable for State Socialism and the Soviet project. Through to 1991 
and until today, Evenks and other KMNS have been closely connected to their land and land-
use practices by policy. Culture has become a legal determinant such that “to receive special 
rights, indigenous peoples have to follow their own customs and traditions” (Novikova 2008, 
22). Such limitations have a serious impact on the ability of KMNS to feel secure in their ethnic 
and cultural identity in, for example, urban settings (Nozdrenko & Koptseva 2012; Kulikova 
2015b). The resultant association is of ethnic identity with rural life, which for many young 
people can be unsatisfying or oppressive. Nevertheless, many KMNS in SR(Y), both young 
and old, strongly associate their Indigenous identity with the preservation of reindeer herding 
and the possibility of practicing “traditional” culture on their homelands (Kulikova 2015a; 
Bogoslovskaya 2009 and Todyshev 2011 observe the same for KMNS throughout Russian 
North). In light of this, I will take the emphasis on “traditional” ways of life and economic 
forms as exclusionary and problematic, but legally and culturally important. 
Under the conditions of capitalism, Russia’s paternalistic relationship with rural 
KMNS cannot be said either to exclusively stunt or to unequivocally preserve their cultural 
identity and traditional ways of life. Without government attention (especially at the regional 
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level) to the financial and territorial needs of KMNS, traditional economies and ethnic 
identities would likely have been damaged beyond repair by rampant privatization. In the 
words of one interviewee, 
After the fall of the USSR, the whole Russian population was 
unprepared. We always had a strong tsar, and now we also have a strong tsar. 
And our population is still unprepared. We are falling behind in development, 
in our way of thinking, how we think, what we consider. Without a good leader, 
strong central power, our nation would long ago have fallen apart. (KMNS 
Leader in Aldan) 
 
But state subsidies and legal regulation of traditional activities also ensure an ongoing 
dependence for rural KMNS communities on the government and top-down decision-making. 
One interviewee summed it up: 
 In Russia, how we live is decided for us. Russia says you can’t rent out 
your land, even though we are renting land [from the state]. We aren’t really 
looking for private property. It’s not realistic. In our position, here, where we 
live, it’s not realistic. If it were to become private property, some oligarchs 
would have probably long ago already split up the land among themselves. 
(Evenk Community Member in Aldan) 
 
How to resolve this paradox remains a controversial question, drawing upon 
longstanding discourses about the East-West cultural divide (Mellegh 2006), the cultural 
impacts of capitalism and socioeconomic development strategies (Sulyandziga 2006), and the 
tension between “tradition” and “modernity” (Novikova 2008). The paternalistic Russian 
state’s ownership of the land and dictates on KMNS rights stand as an imperfect barricade 
against Western free market capitalism, which recognizes only monetary and not cultural 
value. The state remains sovereign and exploits land according to the needs of domestic and 
global markets as well as its own internal political, resource-wielding networks. As Graybill 
says, “To accomplish these and other economic goals, Putin’s Russia has acquired a hybrid 
form in which authoritarianism and democracy are both used to accomplish political 
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governance over society and the economy” (2019, 5). TTPs are definitively not private 
property, dictated as they are by state proprietary and dispositional rights. But they do 
encourage the free economic association between communities, state agencies, and resource 
developers. Market logics, by and large, only seep into a TTP under the auspices of the 
federal government for the (ostensible) purpose of national economic and political stability. 
Such conditions simultaneously stunt and provide the foundation for the development of 
local political and economic autonomy.  
The prevalence, even inescapability, of the state in a KMNS community’s strategic 
options is the core of paternalism. Authors such as Warhola & Lehning consider paternalistic, 
state-centric policies Russia’s only means of maintaining stability: “Failure to reconcile the 
competing claims of its diverse people for self-determination within a broad and all-
encompassing civic Russian identity, encompassing loyalty to the Russian state after a period 
of reawakening and reassertion of ethnic, cultural, and religious peculiarities and efforts to 
achieve greater self- determination, could presage continuous interethnic strife and the 
strengthening of nondemocratic forces” (2007, 933). Russian scholars, such as Sorokina, 
identify state activity as essential, even when advocating for local autonomy: “The social-
historical development of small-numbered peoples is the business of those peoples. The 
government should only protect their fragile ethnic structures (culture, environment) from 
destructive external impacts, gradually help them to adapt to a more dynamic, industrial 
society” (2010, 94). Unfortunately, such state-centric solutions tend to retrench passive and 
submissive attitudes and behaviors, quashing the development of a healthy civil society or 
sovereign peoples (Stammler & Ivanova 2016a; Wilson & Stammler 2016). 
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The paternalism of the Putin regime differs sharply from that of the Soviet period, and 
for KMNS this has meant that expectations from a previous era go unmet today (Bloch 2005; 
Balzer 2006). Under the USSR, “Soviet paternalism, in its character and methods led to the 
total economic and cultural dependency of the aboriginal population on government activities, 
aimed at providing assistance to that category of the populace” (Akhmetov, quoted in Gogolev 
2015b, 7). Most of the centralized industries, manufactures, and trade arrangements that 
supplied collective and state farms prior to 1991 were privatized, liquidated, and merged under 
Yeltsin. Goods such as ammunition, flour, artificial reindeer feed, and gasoline disappeared, 
while the state retained sole ownership of land and natural resources (Fondahl 1998; 
Diatchkova 2001; Visser et al. 2012). Without knowledge of the structures and skills required 
by a capitalist economy, most of the nation’s population struggled and still struggles to grasp 
their economic options outside of a paternalistic framework (Osherenko 1995; Gladun & 
Chebotarev 2015). One interviewee said, earlier in the Soviet period we had sponsorships. If 
AldanGold existed then, it would have paved 30 km of roads for us. We don’t even get that. All 
our villages are in chaos (Evenk Community Member in Aldan). Another interviewee stated: 
Earlier, cooperation was better than it is today. Because at that time, 
there was a horizontal organization of power. Moscow, Yakutsk, Aldan, and the 
Rural Council. There was equality, but now it’s different. (KMNS Leader in 
Aldan) 
 
These local perspectives demonstrate that the imagined shift from Socialism to 
Capitalism remains incomplete, as people still think of the state as a benefactor and associate 
its absence with economic and social hardship. Though Putin has led a gradual but clear 
restoration of sovereign power, the material and ideological resources needed to mobilize a 
Soviet-style Socialist program are no longer available. Public funds, especially in Yakutia, are 
being put towards KMNS community and economic development, but they fall short of the 
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social and material security guaranteed under the paternalistic Soviet state. Instead, 
communities have not just lost sufficient material and financial support of the government, but 
are witnessing their social and political status delimited and eroded, their role in the national 
project terminated. Capitalism in Russia has disrupted actual and nominal equalities, produced 
a powerful oligarchy, and reduced Russia’s many peoples and traditions to instruments or 
obstacles of profit-making. Paternalism, as a social attitude, can be understood as a reaction 
against the loss of economic, political, and cultural solidarity, a condition replicated in its very 
political structure. 
Paternalistic state logics undoubtedly guarantee and circumscribe TTPs. Yet they are 
governed by an assemblage of actors in the Russian tradition of pliant local governance and 
management. In other words, “Within the borders of TTP, as in, e.g. the borders of a locality, 
no public-law entity and special public authorities are created, but a special legal regime of 
economic management, construction works, use of the objects of water, forest or animals shall 
be established” (Kondrashev et al. 2018, 1579). Local networks and relationships dictate the 
majority of daily life, but their fate is nonetheless guided by elites, national interests, and 
powerful institutions. One interviewee attested to the predominance of paternalistic politics: 
Look, we still have a paternalistic system. It’s survived, though we talk 
and KMNS talk about the shift from state paternalism to partnership. But that’s 
not a fact. Though Indigenous leaders say, yes, now it’s a partnership, but I 
don’t see that in actuality. Even in legislation. In legislation, if we take the [UN] 
Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, it says that Indigenous 
peoples can self-identify as Indigenous. They can express their natural right to 
a given territory, say that it is my homeland. But it’s the opposite for us. Here 
it turns out like this: by means of specific regimes, the government gives rights 
to Indigenous peoples. In other words, we have a paternalistic understanding 
of the role of government in the life of different peoples. And it appears to be 
ideologically sustained and is ongoing. That which I give you today, I can take 
away tomorrow. No natural rights are defended. It’s very bad… All the legacy 
of the Soviet state, the imperial state. (Sakha Leader in Yakutsk) 
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But others retain their focus on the successes and potential of the rights-based system: 
Only KMNS have their own separate legislation. At the federal level 
these laws were adopted and whether or not Moscow wants it, they must 
recognize these rights. By means of this legislation, Moscow is obligated to 
recognize TTPs. They are obligated to recognize EE, whether they like it or 
not…Under today’s conditions [of centralization], the only legal instrument is 
the rights of KMNS. (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
Ultimately, Russia’s paternalistic approach to KMNS rights is both an obstacle to and 
a crucial foundation for the emergence of more equitable and just legal relations between 
KMNS and other actors (Gogolev 2015b). Paternalism, as a state ideology that aims to install 
the state in all matters national and local, ensures that KMNS communities will continue to 
have special status, subsidies, and a representative voice. It simultaneously strives to retain a 
hierarchy, suppressing the emergence of autonomous civic or governmental units. As KMNS 
leaders and advocates continue to fight for their rights to land in legislatures, courts, and in 
their communities, strategically navigating this juncture between oppressive Soviet legacies 
and new democratic trends will remain precarious, controversial, and urgent. TTPs, in both 
text and implementation, walk the line between paternalistic Russian and liberal Western legal 
cultures. In this way, a TTP can be thought of as an imbalanced but diverse legal-territorial 
forum where entrenched paternalistic constructions are reluctantly giving rise to emergent 
liberal norms. So long as KMNS rights are enshrined in federal law, this process cannot be 
entirely smothered.  
4.3 KMNS Rights and the Politics of Recognition 
KMNS rights and, to a large extent, Indigenous rights worldwide are dependent in their 
legal discourse on a politics of difference and a reclamation of “otherness”. As we have already 
seen, the primary difference between KMNS and other Russian ethnic groups that justifies a 
separate field of legislation is the unique demands of “traditional” ways of life. While 
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expressions of Indigeneity expand far beyond what is legally delineated (Balzer & Vinokurova 
1996; Cruikshank & Argounova 2000; Donahoe et al. 2008; Cameron et al. 2014), they provide 
the grounds on which to advocate for group-specific legal considerations. But the laws of 
dominant state and colonial governments, in both their text and implementation, historically 
diverge from Indigenous self-conceptualizations (Daigle 2016). Russia’s paternalistic policies 
inappropriately define, limit, and distort Indigenous identity (Novikova 2014). In contrast, 
international treatises and declarations have done much to advance a more progressive legal 
language regarding Indigenous rights, and have served as the basis of many national legal acts, 
even in Russia. One interviewee went so far as to say, 
Traditional knowledge and the position of the Russian Constitution are 
practically identical, since the Constitution took its basis from international 
law, the Declaration on Human Rights. It’s like a model for the future of Russia. 
(KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
But because Indigenous issues are deeply rooted in place and context (Anaya 2007; 
Goeman 2008; Balzer 2016), universalist or rights-centric language can overshadow local 
voices, articulations, and demands (Coulthard 2014). With regards to Russia, the politicization 
of “otherness”, since Speransky’s 1822 decrees, has been attached to a politics of recognition, 
by which the state justifies its rule through “affirmative recognition of societal cultural 
differences on the one hand”, and regulation of “the freedom and well-being of marginalized 
individuals and groups living in ethnically diverse states on the other” (Coulthard 2007, 438). 
Critical perspectives on “recognition” have scrutinized “the ability of a state’s ‘ideological 
apparatus’ to ‘interpolate’ individuals as subjects of class rule” (ibid. 443). In other words, they 
examine how liberally situated rights, civil, human, or otherwise, might also be oppressive 
tools of control. How do coercive legal institutions create obedient political subjects in order 
to maintain preexisting hierarchies? Coulthard and others have examined this governmental 
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strategy specifically as it reinforces affirmative state identities for Indigenous peoples in 
Canada, stifling decolonial alternatives. Examining the evolution of KMNS rights and their 
place in Russia’s historical-political imaginary, it is necessary to consider how “otherness” is 
and has been mobilized by and against a wide range of actors both nationally and 
internationally. 
As discussed in the Introduction, Russia’s vast, multiethnic empire has historically 
demanded particularist modes of governance across its diverse cultural landscapes. The 
approach of the Russian Empire involved the granting of rights to “alien” Indigenous peoples 
with the underlying assumption that they “should be fused into one mass, so that the inhabitants 
of the whole territory of the Russian State would all be Russians” (Pestel, quoted in Slezkine 
1994, 91). In contrast to Canada’s First Nations, Metis, and Inuit peoples, KMNS and other 
Indigenous vassals of the Russian Empire were not dispossessed of their land and, despite the 
territorial ambitions of the Empire, retained a high degree of autonomy, mobility, and self-
determination (Sorokina 2010). As Diachkova (2001, 219) says, “the Tsarist policy towards 
the Indigenous population rested on indirect control through the traditional institutions of the 
community”. Later, under the Soviet Union, though the state appropriated all lands, the 
paternalistic approach “could not be considered discriminatory, as it carried an all-
encompassing character, reflecting the tendencies of a totalitarian state” (Kryazhkov, quoted 
in Gogolev 2015b, 8). The state suppressed Christianity alongside shamanistic traditions and 
disrupted and reorganized agricultural and pastoral as well as nomadic ways of life. None of 
which is to say that colonial logics were not at play, but only that the functional politics of 
recognition of the Soviet state were not genocidal but transformative, imagining a new 
relationship between a citizenry and the government. 
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Contemporary Russia’s politics of recognition, however, requires more context. 
Vyacheslav Morozov, in his book “Russia’s Postcolonial Identity” identifies contemporary 
Russia as a paradoxical polity, simultaneously occupying the statuses of global subaltern and 
regional empire. He elucidates that “posing as an emancipatory project giving a voice to the 
subaltern, [Russian political discourse] is deliberately designed to silence the Russian people 
and to ensure the preservation of the current regime” (Morozov 2013, 22). But its calls for 
“multipolarity” reflect real concerns about the power to retain and advance norms in the face 
of powerful multinational corporations and NATO encroachment, as well as a desire to 
participate equally in global decision-making. Between these two stances, what emerges is not 
a self-isolating and deviant Russian state, but what Bakic-Hayden refers to as “nesting 
Orientalisms”, a West-to-East psychosocial process of alienating or disenfranchising an 
Eastern “other”. The act of “othering” is in this case twofold: the Russian federal government 
is policed, challenged, and marginalized in the Eurocentric global community, to which it 
responds internally against groups including KMNS. It is a vicious cycle in which the country’s 
very structural conditioning against “liberal democracy” spurs international responses and 
analyses that further entrench “illiberal” tendencies. Political geographer Natalie Koch neatly 
summarizes the impact of this power imbalance when she says, “the power to police the borders 
of these ideological constructs entails the power to foreclose alternative imaginings of 
subjectivity and political arrangements.” With the US and Europe as the historical arbiters of 
democratic norms, Russia has struggled since the collapse of Socialism to politically define 
itself in authentic yet internationally recognized terms. 
Just as “Russian leaders have to refer to common European values and interests” 
(Morozov 2013, 24) in international arenas, so too have KMNS relied on those same values to 
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articulate their own concerns at international, national, and local levels. As a “subaltern” group 
within a “subaltern” empire, KMNS leaders themselves have pushed for a politics of 
recognition, drawing on the rights-based discourses of international declarations. The original 
language of draft KMNS legislation in the 1990’s was in fact drawn from early declarations 
like the 1989 ILO Convention 169, but, according to interviewees, was redacted and diluted 
by post-Soviet government assemblies. Not only did KMNS leaders aim to translate 
progressive international norms into law for an economically and politically compromised 
state, but that state distorted the meaning of those norms while preserving the normative 
language. Indeed, Article 69 of the RF Constitution guarantees Indigenous rights “in 
accordance with accepted principles and norms of international law” (RF 1993), but the 
country has not ratified any international declarations on Indigenous rights. Indigenous 
Siberians’ “normative dependence” on international human rights provisions is thus 
compounded by a “normative dependence” on Russian legal culture, which operates below the 
level of legal formalism. Two types of recognition politics are placed in conflict. As an “other” 
within Russia, KMNS must strategically employ norms from both liberal and paternalistic 
recognition discourses in order to advance their own norms. Russian government structures, 
embodying both Soviet and capitalist logics, are themselves caught between multiple legal-
economic orders, resulting in the sacrifice of domestic constituents for the benefit of 
international free market norms. Such circumstances give rise to multiple visible tensions: 
A representative of KMNS has many rights. Especially in contrast to 
other peoples of Russia. But there shouldn’t be any discrimination by national 
characteristics, right? So, for example, a Russian or a Yakut lives with me, an 
Evenk. We were born in the same place, studied together, served in the army 
together, work together, but I have legal rights. For example, as an Indigenous 
person I have the right to hunt without documents, fish, for personal use. And 
my classmate cannot do that. (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
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 The government won’t allow itself to legally provide a reindeer 
pasture… To give that land away like in the Soviet period, for free, long-term 
use to the state farms… The current government absolutely cannot allow itself 
to do that. (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
Already thirty years we’ve been following the American Indians and 
Canadian First Nations. We draw from them, and they from us, but the 
difference between us is enormous. The difference in economic conditions… 
Private property was liquidated in Russia, in contrast to North America. What 
the Soviet state gave us, obshchinas, was communal property that in principle 
accorded with the worldview of our peoples. (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
Well you understand, this government, it’s made of people, leaders 
embodying the old energy. People of the past. They live in the previous century. 
Maybe I’m a little opinionated about this, since I want to own my own reindeer, 
my own land, like my ancestors did a hundred years ago [before the USSR]. 
(KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
These quotes demonstrate an acute perception of difference: tensions between the 
present and the past, between capitalism and socialism, between KMNS and the government, 
and between citizens bearing different rights based on ethnicity/nationality. Between all these 
legal and economic orders, no single idea prevails regarding how to govern or manage such 
diversity. In contrast to a polity where law has a certain universality, the post-Socialist and 
specifically Russian polity is fundamentally chaotic difference and endless reproduction of 
“otherness”. Through a recognition-oriented discourse that doesn’t assimilate but isolates non-
Russian ethnic groups, the perception of difference has deeply impacted KMNS engagement 
with the legal and political spheres. One interviewee explained, 
[The majority] thinks that a KMNS representative is only interested in 
KMNS issues, that he/she can’t make decisions related to the whole population. 
In other words, there are certain stereotypes. They think that a KMNS 
representative can only be a deputy in the place where he/she is from, only in 
that territory. But look at me for example. I live in the city, I am KMNS, but I 
am able to address those same questions that members of the majority usually 
take on. It’s a stereotype.  
There are these specific mental stereotypes not only among our peoples, 
but also among most of the majority… Our own internal feeling, I can’t call it 
a mentality, but sometimes [our peoples] feel this sense of inadequacy. I always 
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tell folks that we should not only engage our own issues. We should also be 
interested in human rights, the environment. Our common issues. I tell them, 
‘You’re KMNS, and, in principle, our life, our world is very global, and no 
question can be thought of as far away or inconsequential. It will undoubtedly 
affect us, whether it’s a question of politics, technology, or social issues.’ 
(KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
The interviewee quoted makes it clear that the issues plaguing KMNS communities in 
Russia go far beyond simple failures of government and law to fulfill their functions. The 
actual battleground for Indigenous rights in Russia is in fact the ideational realm, where diverse 
identities, imaginaries, and preconceptions structure the rules, norms, and practices of daily 
life. Under such intensive cultural, economic, and legal pluralism, the key question becomes 
the translation of Indigenous knowledges and worldviews such that they can be understood 
and accommodated. How can Indigenous people participate in the state while defying the 
limitations imposed by state modes of recognition (Donahoe 2011)? To approach this question, 
one must accept that the present condition of Russia is, as Morozov (2013) suggests, in a 
constant struggle against self-colonization, self-Orientalization. Although many KMNS insist 
that colonization either didn’t occur in the USSR or is simply not a useful discourse in today’s 
political climate, Mellegh offers a more nuanced definition of the term:  
“In my understanding coloniality is not essentially some form of 
physical territorial occupation and direct exploitation. By coloniality I mean a 
system of power understood as a complex form of domination, including the 
hierarchical classification of the populations of the planet, the reformulation of 
local concepts of space and time, the export of sexual energies into the “east”, 
the “imperial gaze”, and most importantly the colonization of consciousness” 
(2006, 29).  
 
Consciousness, indeed, is as much a cultural and political concept as it is a 
metaphysical one. Its centrality in the considerations and strategies of KMNS and Russian 
citizens at large to “transition” or “adapt” to chaotic and changing circumstances bears special 
significance, which I will try to elucidate. 
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4.5 The AKMNS Initiative to Develop KMNS Legal Consciousness on TTPs 
Legal culture, legal knowledge is absolutely needed, utterly 
indispensable. (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
 In 2017, the Yakutia branch of AKMNS received a federal Presidential Grant to 
organize and conduct “seminars” in rural KMNS communities on questions of land-use laws, 
rights, and community-corporate relations. Under the project title of “The Dialogue Between 
KMNS and Extractive Industries”, these seminars involved a wide variety of participants, 
including AKMNS representatives, government officials from the host district, local KMNS 
leaders, scholars, and company representatives. At the end of 2018, AKMNS Vice-President 
Vyatcheslav Shadrin stated: “Within the framework of realizing this project, seminars, 
roundtables, and consultations were held in 31 communities across 14 districts in the Republic, 
and included over 1000 people. We published [materials on] methodological assistance for 
organizing work on TTPs and expanding the participation of KMNS in EE procedures” (Otchet 
2019). According to organizers, the project’s aim is to: 
 …raise literacy, so that TTPs become a real instrument, so that TTPs 
could start to manifest. (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
 …raise their literacy. And the most important thing we want is that 
[community members] learned how to develop these territories further, how to 
live on them, so that they don’t have so much disagreement with other land-
users in the area. (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
 …provide free legal assistance, and by traveling there, it obligates 
government organs to work with the community… If we could do it at a larger 
scale, because of the deficit of information, [we could share] quality 
information on rights, on the limits of those rights, about peoples’ relations to 
each other. (Sakha Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
 These aims are not only laudable but utterly essential to the long-term well-being of 
KMNS communities. They reflect the need for fundamental shifts in a certain type of legal 
consciousness- that which gives people power within the dominant legal system. Considering 
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that “extractive companies number in the hundreds and have massive squadrons of lawyers 
who know the law and their responsibilities to a T” (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk), the 
importance of legal literacy and the underlying consciousness of right-bearing citizens cannot 
be overstated. But such aims are not easily accomplished. Below I discuss the seminar I 
observed in Khatystyr on June 15, 2018 and the ways those who led it sought to edify, appease, 
and mobilize the diverse crowd in attendance. 
4.5.1 Creating New Expectations 
The broadest function of the seminars can be identified as the creation of new 
community expectations. The very fact of AKMNS and state representatives traveling across 
the vast SR(Y) to meet with small communities, itself a meaningful act, undermined the 
opinion that urban elites do not care or are powerless to help them. By organizing the event 
and spending time with members of the community, leaders built confidence in republican-
level leadership. They showed that the work being done in SR(Y) is important and has led to 
improvement: 
In our republic, a lot of work is being done for KMNS rights, on the part 
of the government, committees and subcommittees. And in the districts, a lot of 
work is being done. And I compare the Soviet government and now. The Soviet 
government built industrial objects, and didn't tell any of us. Now we have our 
own voice, and as members of the United Nations of UNESCO, which created 
the UNDRIP. It's a lot of work in comparison to other subjects of the RF. (Sakha 
Leader in Aldan) 
 
But leaders also spoke to community responsibilities, with one of them saying that in 
today’s capitalist world “the people ought to take initiative themselves”. Challenging 
paternalistic attitudes, this rhetoric instills the sense that communities have control over their 
fate. Indeed, this control, leaders emphasized, is enshrined in law: 
Manifesting control, my respected friends. To what degree do you 
participate in community control? Did you, for example, organize a commission 
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and take part in its deliberations? The Power of Siberia [pipeline] is being 
constructed under an agreement with the government. That is actually the 
maximally positive situation, insofar as you are involved, local citizens. For 
example, it would be desirable if municipal organs and obshchinas met at some 
kind of event. Go and participate. Even if you weren’t invited, go and 
participate. You have this authority [upolnomochiye]. Not just under KMNS 
status but under the law on community control. (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
Other types of expectation being created included the expectation that TTP 
administrations should have all information about activities on the territory, that all land-users 
on a TTP must abide by the TTP regime and hold public hearings, that the community carries 
responsibility to conduct ethno- and eco-monitoring for five years after EE, that companies 
must share licenses and documents provided by the state, and that efforts are required to mark 
the boundaries of TTPs. One participant summed up all these expectations in the simple but 
memorable phrase, “Nothing that concerns us without us”. All of these are legal realities, 
enshrined in SR(Y) laws. By communicating them explicitly and in person, the leaders of this 
project gave communities both legal knowledge and confidence to enforce the protections 
guaranteed for their homelands. 
4.5.2 Procedural Directions & Clarifying of Law 
 We recommended, and the federal law permits, municipal formations to 
create councils for questions of KMNS. These councils should manage and 
develop TTPs. We are putting together a plan for them to become better 
prepared. But it is hard to develop literacy on the ground. The territory is 
enormous and our staff is limited. But communities need to know precisely what 
to do and how to do it. (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
Some of the two-hour long seminar was spent directing the audience’s attention to 
specific laws and procedures and the conditions by which to engage them. In particular, leaders 
directed the audience to officially address the Procuracy in the event of a violation of the TTP 
law, to retain access to the results and ongoing deliberations of EEs, to ensure communication 
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between obshchinas, TTP administrations, and municipal organs, and to read specific articles 
and points in pieces of legislation.  
This last suggestion is perhaps the most important, as one of the seminar leaders 
scolded, “We know the law very poorly!” Several times, participants and audience members 
spoke mistakenly and inaccurately explained some use or understanding of TTPs and EE as 
precisely worded legal mechanisms. In response, one leader explained that the Federal 
Department of Nationalities only focuses its cultural heritage policies  
…on objects of cultural legacy, not people, not you and me. Indigenous. 
In the Republican law it explicitly says that TTPs are for the protection of the 
environments of Indigenous peoples. On the federal level it is objects of 
ethnocultural heritage. That means an oil pipeline that crosses a sacred space 
of Evenks, or a preserve. But that it impacts us as a people is not counted. It's 
very important that we, colleagues, recognize that EE considers first and 
foremost ethnos. (KMNS Leader in Yakutsk) 
 
In another instance, leaders had to clarify that TTPs do not just protect the environment 
but traditional ways of life, and, most discouragingly, had to remind the audience that TTPs 
are ultimately not a mechanism of prohibition of industrial development.  
4.5.3 Information Sharing 
 The seminar in Khatystyr was attended by community leaders from around southern 
SR(Y), including individuals from Neryungri and Amginsky Districts as well as Aldan District. 
They each brought to the space their own perspectives on the application, effectiveness, and 
challenges of implementing TTP legal regimes. Heads of naslegs shared their experiences of 
going through the TTP-creation process, establishing relationships with extractive industries, 
and organizing meetings and hearings with state and corporate representatives. They also gave 
voice to successes such as the mass registration of hunting grounds and the prevalence of 
KMNS representatives on the republican EE committee. From these testimonies, common 
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patterns emerged that could be addressed systematically, such as the absence of long-term 
partnership contracts with companies. By opening a forum in which disparate communities 
facing similar problems can share knowledge and information, the organizers of the seminar 
helped build solidarity and networks outside of the institutional boundaries of AKMNS.  
4.5.4 Opportunity to Air Grievances 
 The last important function of this seminar was its provision of a space in which face-
to-face communication between community members, district officials, company 
representatives, and republican leaders could occur. Community members and the heads of 
naslegs and obshchinas had the rare opportunity to question official figures. They aired 
grievances and requested clarity about assorted problems, and the representatives were 
obligated to respond, revealing greater or lesser commitment to improving relations. Several 
moments occurred during the seminar in Khatystyr when disagreement, dissatisfaction, and 
frustration became apparent, especially with regards to unexpected news about changes to 
fishing policy and the scripted, unsatisfactory answers of a Gazprom representative. By 
disrupting the often-faceless state and corporate bureaucracies, the seminar empowered local 
KMNS to hold representatives accountable and make demands they might otherwise not 
believe they could make. 
 4.5.5 Impacts of the Seminar  
 The ongoing project, “The Dialogue Between KMNS and Extractive Industries”, 
represents a rare site where Russian citizens, their representatives, and other authority figures 
bridge social and political divides to discuss issues of common concern. The language of the 
seminar I attended alternated between technical legal references and thoughtful non-technical 
discussion of responsibility, communication, and rights. Once it had concluded, one 
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community member expressed her satisfaction with the seminar and suggested that perhaps 
her community did have control and needed to be more active. Another community member, 
during a festival following the seminar, was less sanguine, suggesting that despite the seminar, 
her community will continue struggling against industry and the state. These contrasting views 
provoke me to ask whether legal nihilism is the greatest obstacle for KMNS communities 
striving to assert their rights, or if another pervasive dissonance might also play a role in 
perpetuating paternalistic and nihilistic attitudes among KMNS. Caught between two powerful 
legal orders and normative languages- the international discourse of human and Indigenous 
rights, and Russia’s informal power structures- have Evenk, Even, Yukaghir, Chukchi, and 
Dolgan legal orders been erased from the larger conversation? How has their expression, 
assertion, and translation impacted legislation and other formal legal processes, and how might 
they do so in the future? In the conclusion to this thesis, I will consider how local Indigenous 
knowledge can be brought to the foreground in the ongoing dialogue over land-use. 
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5.0 Conclusion 
 In the Sakha Republic (Yakutia), the administrative-territorial status of “TTP” has 
proven immensely beneficial for small, rural KMNS communities. Fulfilling a key function in 
the formal legal strategies of KMNS leaders to secure and protect land and traditional ways of 
life, TTPs also remain entangled with Russia’s informal, paternalistic, and bureaucratic 
political economy. Their formation and implementation follow centuries-old patterns of 
Russian administrative fiat, riddled with obstacles, paperwork, and fees, but are underpinned 
by a fledgling rights-discourse and liberal constitutionalism that are gradually generating new 
law-based norms. As this latter legal culture emerges in the minds and activities of KMNS, 
state actors, and national leaders, it is incumbent on all parties to avoid the pitfalls of colonial 
recognition politics. However much the Russian state seeks to legislate, circumscribe, and 
control KMNS identity, the core of KMNS legal claims rests on the preservation and 
perpetuation of traditional ways of life: 
 Why has all this been preserved? Because we still have reindeer 
husbandry. Because our traditions are rooted in reindeer husbandry. It can be 
thought of as the foundation of our people. As our traditional wisdom says, an 
Evenk without a reindeer is not an Evenk. (KMNS Leader in Aldan) 
 Officials say it, schoolchildren say it, TV personalities say it, 
everywhere they tell us that we aren’t living right. That this is no way to live. 
That we should live in rooms, boxes, drive cars, sit in an office from morning 
to evening. And of course we must buy a new phone and some other things, yes? 
But it seems to me that we actually have and still live properly. Our ancestors 
lived properly, and we live properly. We have a relationship to nature, to our 
land. We have traditional ethical, moral principles that we still retain. (KMNS 
Leader in Yakutsk) 
 No matter, we won’t lose our way of life, our traditions. We’ve protected 
it all. There’s probably not much else to say then? (Evenk Community Member 
in Khatystyr) 
 The assertion of rights through the development of TTPs, obshchinas, and national 
naslegs cannot be considered an end in and of itself. They have come into being out of the 
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urgent need of Russia’s northern peoples to stave off the deleterious effects of industrializing, 
commodifying, and homogenizing cultural forces. Of greatest importance in KMNS 
engagement with the legal sphere is not currently an anti-hegemonic agenda to be executed 
against the state, but a civic approach to mitigating cultural and environmental destruction 
during a yet-unsettled period of ontological adaptation in the former USSR. In other words, 
the function of KMNS-related laws is to preserve the core of diverse KMNS cultural identities 
— relationships with the land — while community members and leaders strive to identify, 
negotiate, and articulate new futures for diverse Russian regions and the nation at large. 
 The TTP, an imperfect legalistic translation of an assemblage of relationships, 
responsibilities, and attitudes found in KMNS communities living on ttps, both serves a 
protective function and produces generative, influential discourse on Russian society at large. 
The processes to establish TTPs undertaken by the administrations of BENN and ANN 
demonstrate the evolution and normalization of Indigenous political-economic-territorial 
interests in SR(Y). The Republic’s history of self-assertion and autonomy ensures that the 
progress made regionally can disseminate into the wider legal-cultural sphere. Standardization 
of legal terminology and procedures from the federal level outward, though threatened by 
potential further circumscription (Otchet 2018), can be thought of as the remote, but attainable 
goal of civic and legislative activism, as it would eliminate the collisions and loopholes of 
current laws. Such an achievement would represent the firm commitment of Russian political 
society to procedural, social, and environmental justice for KMNS. But as much as KMNS 
must become the active subjects of law, rather than its objects, so too might KMNS traditions 
and stories become the vehicle for future assertions of rights. 
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 The Evenk folklorist and novelist Galina Keptuke in her 2004 monograph, The 
Worldview of Evenks: Reflections in Folklore, recorded the eighteen “commandments” of 
Evenk philosophy, the “Itin”, which she describes as “the laws of our common humanity” 
(Keptuke 2004, 57). She says, “A good person accepts the Itin as moral norms and expresses 
them through his/her life, as they are given by the sky-father Buga and the creator of humanity 
through the divinity of Seveki23” (ibid. 59). The commandments range from admonitions 
against pride to hortatory on the well-led life. One of them speaks powerfully to the 
interdependence of a society, even one as stratified and diverse as Russia. The seventh 
commandment states, “A branch, having grown independently on a tree, says “I am master 
here”, unthinkingly. Allow good to radiate from yourself and suppress the bad” (ibid. 58). 
From my experience in SR(Y), I can say that this tree of egalitarianism, unity, and relationality 
underlies a great deal of the thinking behind the development of KMNS legislation. Looking 
into the future, how might these values be made more explicit in legal and political arenas? 
How might culture move from being the object of policy to embodying and transforming it? 
To face the challenges of neoliberal capitalism, climate change, and political instability, Evenk 
and other KMNS worldviews deserve a prominent and well-considered place in the cultural, 
ecological, and legal fora of Russian society. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
23 Seveki is an Evenk divinity, the creator of the Earth, animals, and humanity, the spirit-master of the Upper 
World. 
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2010 “On Ethnological Review in Places of Traditional Habitation and Land-Use Activities 
of the Indigenous Small-Numbered Peoples of the North of the SR(Y)” (“Ob 
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Etnologicheskoy Ekspertizye v Mestakh Traditsionnovo Prozhivaniya i Traditsionnoy 
Khozyaystvennoy Deyatel’nosti Korennykh Malochislennykh Narodov Severa Respubliki 
Sakha (Yakutia)”) 
2010 “On Interpreting Provision 1, Part 2, Article 42 of the Constitution of the SR(Y)” 
2011 “On the Protection of the Original Place of Habitation, Traditional Way of Life, Land-
Use, and Trades of the Indigenous Small-Numbered Peoples of the North of SR(Y)” (“O 
Zashitye Iskonnoy Sredy Obitaniya, Traditsionnykh Obraza Zhizni, Khozyaystvovaniya i 
Promyslov Korennykh Malochislennykh Narodov Severa Respubliki Sakha”) 
2012 “On Government Support for the Indigenous Small-Numbered Peoples of the North of 
SR(Y), Leading a Nomadic Way of Life” (“O Gosudarstvennoy Podderzhkye Korennykh 
Malochislennykh Narodov Severa Respubliki Sakha (Yakutia), Vedushikh Kochevoy Obraz 
Zhizni”) 
2016 Republican Decree No. 157 “On the Status of the Ministry for the Development of 
Institutions of Civil Society of the Republic of Sakha (Yakutia)” (“O Ministerstvye po 
Razvitiyu Institutov Grazhdanskovo Obshestva Respubliki Sakha (Yakutia)”) 
2018 “On Responsible Use of Subsoil Resources on the Territory of SR(Y)” (“Ob 
Otvetstvennom Nedropol’zovanii na Territorii Respubliki Sakha (Yakutia)”) 
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7.0 Appendices 
Appendix A: Interview Contract (English) 
 
 
Information Letter / Consent Form 
Date:  
A Critical Legal Geography of TTP Formation 
in the Sakha Republic (Yakutia) 
 
Principal Investigator:   
Nicholas Parlato  
Geography Program, University of Northern British Columbia  
Prince George, BC V2N 4Z9 CANADA  
parlato@unbc.ca; 1 778 983 1144   
                                    
Project Sponsor  
This research is being funded by the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada. 
 
Why am I doing this study? 
This study will help me learn more about the law that addresses indigenous rights to territory in the 
Russian Federation, “On Territories of Traditional Nature-Use (TTP’s)”. I am looking at who participates 
in the establishment of TTP’s, how they determine a given TTP’s boundaries and location, and in what 
ways a TTP’s status is maintained and enforced after creation.  
 
Your participation in this research is voluntary. You can refuse to answer any of my questions, and you 
can withdraw from the study at anytime, without providing any reason. In the event of withdrawal, I will 
destroy any notes and electronic sound files collected to that point. 
 
What will happen during the project? 
If you agree to participate in this research, we can begin a conversation about land use and TTP’s.  I will 
ask several guiding questions, which you may consider and answer to the best of your ability. I will take 
notes while you talk, and if you permit, I will also make an audio-recording of the interview, to help 
capture what you say accurately.  I estimate that the interview will last 30-60 minutes. 
 
Risks/ benefits to participating in this project 
I don’t foresee any risks to your participating in this project. 
 
I hope that my research will inform policy makers and advocates on the procedures, processes, and 
negotiations that define the dimensions and protections of a specific TTP, and that this might lead to 
improvements in the legislation on indigenous territorial rights in the Russian Federation, and/or the better 
implementation of existing legislation. 
 
Confidentiality, Anonymity and Data Storage 
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Your anonymity will be respected if you prefer to remain anonymous; however it cannot be ensured 100%. 
Information that discloses your identity will not be released without your consent. 
 
Notes taken during, and audio-recording of, your interview will be identified by a code number rather than 
your name. A key linking your name to the code number will be kept on a password-protected device and 
only available to the research team members. If transcripts or notes are printed for the purpose of analysis, 
these will be kept in a locked file cabinet in a locked office. 
 
The notes and recordings will be accessible to members of the study team, including graduate student 
research assistants.  The interviews may be transcribed. Transcribers will not have access to the names of 
interviewees (only the code numbers).  
 
The notes and recordings will be kept for three (3) years after the end of the project in 2020. After that 
digital files will be deleted.  Any printed copies will be shredded. 
 
Compensation  
I am unable to pay you for the time you take to participate in this study. 
 
Study Results 
The results of this study will be used to produce a Master’s thesis and academic articles.    
 
I also plan to report my findings on this research to those who participated in the research, and will be 
asking you at the end of the interview what you think is best way will be to do this.  
 
Questions or Concerns about the project 
If you have any concerns or complaints about your rights as a research participant and/or your experiences 
while participating in the study, contact the Project Lead, Gail Fondahl, by email at gail.fondahl@unbc.ca 
(in Russian or English). You may also contact the UNBC Office of Research at 250-960-6735 (English 
only) or by email at reb@unbc.ca (you may write in Russian). Or you may contact the UNBC Office of 
Research through the NEFU International Office (lv.vinokurova@s-vfu.ru or (4112) 36-14-53, in 
Russian or Sakha; your concerns will be translated and communicated to the UNBC Office of Research. 
 
Participant Consent and Withdrawal 
Taking part in this study is your choice. You have the right to refuse to participate in this study.  If you 
decide to take part you may choose to stop the interview at any time without giving a reason and without 
any negative impact. If you do so, all information that you have provided will not be included and will be 
destroyed (in terms of my notes and or audio-recording), unless you consent to have the information you 
provided be retained and analyzed. 
 
Appendix B: Interview Guide 
 To gain a broad perspective on the issue of TTP implementation and 
maintenance, I will be drawing on the knowledge and expertise of five different 
interviewee groups, and have created interview questionnaires reflecting their unique 
contexts and positions. 
Members of AKMNS and Public Officials in Yakutsk (whose ministries and work 
relates to the relevant legislation) 
1. Were there any substantive changes in the lives of Indigenous peoples in SR(Y) when 
the 2001 federal law on TTP’s was ratified?  
a. Were changes more pronounced after the 2006 SR(Y) law on TTP’s? 
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i. What kind of immediate impacts or benefits did KMNS see? 
2. In the process of establishing a TTP of regional significance, what are the typical 
steps and decisions taken and by whom? 
a. How are the criteria put forth in the law employed to define a given TTP? 
i. Cultural heritage? Preservation of biodiversity? Traditional 
economies? 
b. How has this process changed since the introduction of the Far East Hectare 
program? 
i. What kinds of barriers existed prior to the program and what has 
changed to allow so many TTP’s to be created since 2015? 
c. How is the process regulated both from a legal standpoint and in the day-to-
day activities of KMNS and obshchinas living in or using a TTP?  
i. Are there officers? Markers on the land? Penalties for infringement? 
ii. Are there differences in experience with authorities or representatives 
for KMNS who live on TTP’s vs. those that live outside of them? 
d. Where and in what ways are legal documents relating to a given TTP 
consulted, applied, or changed? 
e. When sections of land are reassigned due to government/industry need, how 
are the new contours of the TTP determined? 
3. What about for a TTP of local significance? 
a. (Same questions as above) 
4. What different groups, organizations, and ministries exercise the greatest influence on 
decisions relating to TTP creation? 
a. How have the aims or strategies of these actors changed since 2015? 
5. What role, if any, do extractive industries have in local and municipal decisions or 
efforts to establish a TTP? 
a. Have there been any notable reactions from industry to either the Far East 
Hectare or the proposed change in the federal TTP law? 
6. What do you anticipate the future of TTP’s to be, especially in light of the proposed 
change to the federal law? 
District and Local Officials, Committee Members, and Obshchina Heads in the 
Aldansky Ulus 
1. Were there any substantive changes in the lives of Indigenous peoples in the Aldan 
region when the 2001 federal law on TTP’s was ratified?  
a. Were changes more pronounced after the 2006 SR(Y) law on TTP’s? 
i. What kind of immediate impacts or benefits did KMNS see? 
2. In the process of establishing the Beletsky TTP in 2008, what were the steps and 
decisions taken and by whom? 
a. How were the criteria put forth in the law employed to define the Beletsky 
TTP? 
i. Cultural heritage? Preservation of biodiversity? Traditional 
economies? 
b. How is the process regulated both from a legal standpoint and in the day-to-
day activities of KMNS and obshchinas living in or using the Beletsky TTP?  
i. Are there officers? Markers on the land? Penalties for infringement? 
146 
 
ii. Are there differences in experience with authorities or representatives 
for KMNS who live on TTP’s vs. those that live outside of them? 
c. Where and in what ways are legal documents relating to a given TTP 
consulted, applied, or changed? 
i. Can you tell me about any conflicts that have arisen over government 
or industry land use within the boundaries of the TTP? 
3. What about the process of establishing the Anamiysky TTP in 2016? 
a. (Same questions as above) 
4. What different groups, organizations, and ministries exercised the greatest influence 
on decisions relating to the creation of these TTP’s? 
5. What do you anticipate the future of TTP’s to be, especially in light of the proposed 
change to the federal law? 
NEFU Scholars (with a background in political science, law, or ethnography) 
1. Were there any substantive changes in the lives of Indigenous peoples in SR(Y) when 
the 2001 federal law on TTP’s was ratified?  
a. Were changes more pronounced after the 2006 SR(Y) law on TTP’s? 
i. What kind of immediate impacts or benefits did KMNS see? 
2. In the process of establishing a TTP of regional significance, what are the typical 
steps and decisions taken and by whom? 
a. How are the criteria put forth in the law employed to define a given TTP? 
i. Cultural heritage? Preservation of biodiversity? Traditional 
economies? 
b. How has this process changed since the introduction of the Far East Hectare 
program? 
i. What kinds of barriers existed prior to the program and what has 
changed to allow so many TTP’s to be created since 2015? 
c. How is the process regulated both from a legal standpoint and in the day-to-
day activities of KMNS and obshchinas living in or using a TTP?  
i. Are there officers? Markers on the land? Penalties for infringement? 
d. Where and in what ways are legal documents relating to a given TTP 
consulted, applied, or changed? 
e. When sections of land are reassigned due to government/industry need, how 
are the new contours of the TTP determined? 
3. What about TTP’s of local significance? 
a. (Questions same as above) 
4. From your research and work with Indigenous peoples and obshchinas, what has their 
experience been in lobbying for TTP’s in terms of their interaction with government 
bodies and representatives?  
a. Is there a notable difference in experience with government authorities for 
obshchinas that fall within the boundaries of TTP’s versus those that do not? 
i. Is there a difference in their respective relationships to the TTP area 
itself? 
b. For Indigenous peoples living in or using TTP’s, what kinds of interactions or 
negotiations do they face when moving between protected and unprotected 
territory?  
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5. What about the experience of obshchinas with industry representatives? 
a. When and how do KMNS choose to come to the negotiating table? 
i. Do such bilateral meetings have any influence on the integrity of 
existing or proposed TTP’s? 
b. How does industry typically approach obshchinas within the boundaries of 
TTP’s versus those who reside outside of them? 
6. Can you share with me your experience or knowledge of how informal political and 
economic relationships influence the processes of establishing TTP’s? 
Indigenous Evenks (living in or near a the Beletsky or Animiysky TTP’s) 
1. What changed for you and your family after the fall of the USSR in the 1990’s in 
terms of your ability to access food, medicine, clothing, and other goods?  
i. To harvest from the land? 
b. What changes did you observe in the regional gold mining industry? 
i. Regional changes in the economy? 
ii. Changes in the landscape? 
2. What was your and your community’s reaction when the creation of TTP’s became a 
possibility in the Sakha Republic in 2006? 
a. How did you learn about this type of territorial designation? 
3. What do TTP’s mean to you?  
a. How do you see the TTP relating to the land itself?  
b. To your culture?  
c. To flora and fauna? 
4. What about TTP enforcement and protection do you think could be improved?  
5. What have your experiences with government representatives been like?  
a. With company representatives?  
b. What is your overall impression of politics here and across Russia? 
6. From a legal and political standpoint, what would you like to see happen in the Sakha 
Republic in the coming years? 
7. What does the word ‘law’ mean to you?  
a. What values and principles do you believe a law should enforce?  
b. What customary laws do you experience or engage with in your daily life? 
c. What government laws do you experience as actively influencing your daily 
life? 
d. Is there any relation between these two types of law?  
e. Do you see any way for your principles to be incorporated into the 
government’s legal system? 
8. Are there any impressions, observations, ideas you have at the end of this 
conversation that you would like to share? 
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Appendix C: Processual Diagrams of BENN and ANN TTP Establishment 
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Appendix D: Diagram of Relevant Government Structures 
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